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ABSTRACT 
The purpose of this research was to examine the differences in the 
evaluations of music teachers conducted by individuals with varying 
backgrounds in music and observation techniques. Part I compared evaluations 
completed by school administrators and music department leader~hip. Part II 
utilized the findings of Part I to create focused and specific training in the · 
observation of music teachers, and examined the effect of this training on the 
evaluations completed by participants with little or no musical background. 
In Part I, Pennsylvania public school administrators and music 
department leadership (N = 63) utilized a Teacher Observation/Evaluation 
Instrument (TOEI) for which they watched a 14-minute video of a teacher 
leading an ensemble, evaluated the teacher utilizing the Teacher Observation 
Rubric (TOR), and completed an attitudinal/ demographic survey. No 
statistically significant differences in the evaluation scores were found. However, 
there were numerous subtle differences that suggested individuals with musical 
v 
background were more attentive to aspects specific to the music classroom that 
may have influenced their evaluations. These included acknowledgement of 
Content Knowledge and Instructional Strategies specific to music, and Context 
Specific Teacher Characteristics. 
In Part II of the research, administrators without musical background (N = 
5) participated in a pretest-posttest quasi-experiment. The pretest and posttest 
utilized the same TOEI as Part I of the study. The intervention consisted of 75 
minutes of training in the observation of music teachers using information 
identified and found important in Part I of the research. A comparison of the 
means and SD pre- and posttest showed a positive increase in their scoring, with 
trends present in four categories. While not statistically significant, this suggests 
that some factor, potentially the training, influenced a broader approach to 
responses on the posttest. Comments by the participants support the evidence 
that posttest, they were more attentive to music specific attributes. 
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 
Vignette I 
Mr. Frank sighs as he walks toward the rehearsal room. This middle 
school principal has put off doing the observation of his band director for quite 
some time. Though comfortable using the observation protocol adopted by his 
school district and with his evaluations of regular academic classroom teachers, 
he does not feel confident applying it to a music ensemble rehearsal. The class 
looks so different to him- no desks, no writing. How is he supposed to evaluate 
the teacher? Where is the direct instruction for him to evaluate? His only 
involvement with music was playing in middle school band when he was young, 
and that was not a good experience. How is he supposed to know if the students 
are meeting the standards for music? Besides, the band should be a place for the 
students to enjoy themselves. He decides to focus primarily on the teacher's 
classroom management and ability to get the students motivated, things he 
knows how to assess. 
Pleasantly surprised, he sees the students enter the ensemble room and set 
up quickly, but there seems to be a lot of noise as the students noodle around on 
their instruments waiting for things to get started. Mrs. Woods confidently steps 
on the podium, lifts her arms and says, "Concert A flat scale on half notes." The 
rehearsal proceeds, working on two sections of a piece for their next concert only 
a few weeks away. For the most part, the students are quiet, play when asked, 
and overall the rehearsal goes smoothly. Mr. Frank is pleased but notes that he 
saw very little questioning or direct instruction. No adaptations for diverse 
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learners were in the plans that Mrs. Woods submitted, nor did he see any in the 
rehearsal itself. He spots at least one special needs student in the front of the 
clarinet section and wonders what is being done to help her. In fact, he simply 
does not understand Mrs. Woods' rehearsal plan. It seems to be broken into 
segments, but what is the overall educational objective for the period? He did not 
see the variety of the instructional strategies that he is accustomed to seeing, nor 
the typical sequence of activities and procedures working toward an assessment 
of the objective for the day. They just seemed to be going over things, slightly 
improving each time, and at the end they played through the entire piece. He 
notes that Mrs. Woods has good classroom management and that the students 
seem to be happy. He scores her as "proficient" -better than "basic," but not the 
top ranking of "distinguished," as a result of this observation. 
Vignette II 
Mrs. Woods sighs as she walks toward her rehearsal with her middle 
school band. Today her principal, Mr. Frank, will be observing her. She works 
hard with her students not only to play music in rehearsal, but to make music. 
Unfortunately, her evaluations have been ranked "proficient" in most categories 
on the observation protocol, and they rarely provide any helpful comments for 
improvement. The students arrive just as the principal enters the room. There are 
about 90 students in her ensemble, and they all know the routine to get things 
moving quickly at the beginning of the rehearsal. 
Within five minutes, they are set up, warmed up, and ready to go, even 
before she is ready to begin. She steps on the podium, lifts her arms and says, 
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"Concert A flat scale on half notes." The students have been taught the 
transpositions for their instrument, and know exactly what to play. Through her 
conducting, she changes the dynamics and articulations as they play the scale 
several times, and the students follow, reflecting their understanding of the 
conducting gesture and making even the warm-up scale musically expressive. 
Mrs. Woods thoughtfully selected the key, articulations, and dynamics to draw 
from and prepare for the piece they would soon rehearse. 
They proceed to the musical selection. She works carefully, supporting the 
tubas with her conducting, showing the breathing they will need to play their 
long sustained notes, and slowing the tempo for the rapid, complicated 
fingerings in the woodwinds. She is confident that the 1st clarinets can achieve 
this, as she placed her more advanced players on that part, while giving the 
simpler parts to her more novice players. She i$ especially proud of the work her 
special needs student has done, as this student has shown particular aptitude on 
the clarinet. Mrs. Woods notes incorrect pitches or out of tune playing with a 
questioning look on her face, asking the students, "Are you sure about that?" 
The students then sustain the note or work slowly until they hear and tune 
correctly. She eyeballs the percussionists when they make a late entrance, stops 
the ensemble, and starts again, making her conducting cue to them larger and 
more emphatic. She asks the flute players to listen to the trumpet line, and model 
the same shaping of the melody when they continue it. When she stops them, she 
asks the flute players how they did and asks them to indicate either thumbs up, 
thumbs in the middle, or thumbs down on their performance. By the end of the 
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rehearsal, the music sounds much improved on their final run through as they 
put everything back together. There has been very little talking on her part, 
because she believes it is better for the students to be spending more of their time 
playing. 
Concem.ed that her evaluation will not be any better than it has been in 
the past, she feels Mr. Frank will not provide her with any worthwhile 
suggestions in their follow-up meeting to improve. And there has been so much 
talk about merit pay lately. How will she have an opportunity to be considered 
for such recognition if she isn't ranked "distinguished" on her evaluation? As a 
music teacher, she feels this kind of evaluation process is a waste of everyone's 
time. 
The Problem 
The frustration felt by Mrs. Woods in the above scenario is not uncommon 
among music educators. They have frequently expressed concern over the ability 
of administrators who are not trained in music to appropriately observe and 
evaluate their teaching (Taebel, 1990b), and their desire to have someone 
knowledgeable in music completing their evaluations (Collins, 1996; Taebel, 
1990b; Maranzano, 2002). Numerous informal conversations with teaching 
colleagues during my tenure as a public school music educator echoed these 
concerns - concerns that are justified by recent studies. A study by Henninger 
(2002) indicated that without training in observation, observers evaluating music 
teachers were unable to perform their tasks to the same level of ability as those 
who did have training. National Association for Music Education (NAfME, 
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formerly the Music Educators National Conference- MENC) policy agrees that a 
qualified evaluator is an important aspect of teacher observation and evaluation, 
emphasizing in the Teacher Evaluation Position Statement that "Successful 
Music Teacher Evaluation: (e) must limit observation-based teacher evaluations 
to those conducted by individuals with adequate training in music as well as in 
evaluation" (NAfME, 2011, p. 2). 
Evaluations, however, are typically completed by school administrators 
within their building of supervision, regardless of their subject area of training 
(Colley, 1989), and typically using whatever observation protocol for evaluation 
that has been adopted district wide. Merrion and Larsen (1986) note that "most 
principals who supervise and evaluate music personnel lack music supervision 
skills." Colwell (2006b) opined that school administrators "have no clue" 
regarding the appropriate evaluation of music educators and their subject area. 
In the vignette above, Principal Frank might fall into this category. Meanwhile, 
findings from an earlier study by Hirokawa (2008) suggested that most 
administrators are reasonably confident in their ability to observe and evaluate 
music teachers appropriately. Interestingly, those same administrators had little 
or no formal training in the evaluation of music teachers, and only half had any 
musical background of any kind. From the generalist point of view, Danielson 
and McGreal (2000) repeatedly emphasize the importance of trained evaluators, 
but do not differentiate for content areas. 
Appropriateness of the observation instrument or protocol is also a 
concern. Taebel (1990b) found in a study of the state teacher evaluation system in 
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Alabama that music teachers were scored significantly lower than general 
classroom teachers in seven out of nine competencies on the observation 
protocol. Taebel (1990b) suggested that the differentiation in evaluation scores in 
his study was due in large part to the instrument being used to evaluate the 
teachers. He felt that the instrument was "not serviceable for evaluating the 
performance of music teachers" (p. 17) because what was being evaluated might 
not be frequently utilized in a typical music class. Yet generalist models assert 
that they are applicable to all situations. Danielson (2007), for example, states: 
there is only one framework for teaching; there is not a framework specific 
to high school English or middle school social studies. Although those 
different contexts imply very different decisions by teachers about what 
they do every day, the framework for teaching captures those aspects of 
teaching that are common across contexts. (p. 22) 
More specific to music, Danielson stated, "nor is there a separate framework for 
teachers of physical education, music, or art. This is because the principal 
responsibility of all those educators is to teach students, typically in a large-
group setting" (2007, p. 109). Shulman (1987), however, takes issue with the 
emphasis on generic teaching behaviors and competencies, stating that "teaching 
typically occurs with reference to specific bodies of content or specific skills and 
that modes of teaching are distinctly different for different subject areas" (p. 41). 
While he accedes that research on teacher effectiveness has been successful, it has 
also narrowed the focus. As he states, "In their necessary simplification of the 
complexities of classroom teaching, investigators ignored one central aspect of 
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classroom life: the subject matter" (Shulman, 1986, p. 6). 
Governmental policies have also had an impact. While attention to teacher 
evaluation increased with the implementation of the No Child Left Behind 
(NCLB) Act of 2001, the Obama Administration's competitive Race to the Top 
program has narrowed the focus even more. Administering $4.35 billion, Race to 
the Top emphasizes the evaluation of educators as a major part of the grant 
application process. The award selection criteria are broken down into six major 
categories, each with several subcategories (U.S. Department of Education, 
2009b). A full28% of the application is dedicated to "Great Teachers and 
Leaders," encompassing teacher certification, teacher evaluation, distribution of 
staffing, teacher preparation, and professional development. Extensive 
explanation is included for "Improving teacher and principal effectiveness based 
on performance" with specific attention given to the establishment of an 
evaluation system that is "rigorous, transparent, and fair" and involves teachers 
and principals in the development of these systems. These evaluations are then 
recommended to be used for decision making regarding professional 
development, compensation, promotion, tenure, and removal- all aspects with 
direct, significant, and real implications for educators (U.S. Department of 
Education, 2009b, p. 9). Indeed, almost half of the points assigned to Great 
Teachers and Leaders are designated for this category. 
As the fundi.J.:lg from this program was substantial, and states wanted to 
be in the best position possible for consideration for this funding, "many states 
passed new legislation" relative to teacher evaluation (Goe & Holdheide, 2011, p. 
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4). In an earlier study, Holdheide, Goe, Croft, and Reschly (2010) conducted a 
survey "designed to determine the current status of state and district policy and 
practice and to identify promising evaluation practices and instruments" (p. 6). 
They found that: 
recent accountability mandates in student performance and teacher 
quality have elevated the demand for state-level involvement [in teacher 
evaluation] ... the majority of state-level respondents (46.2%) indicated 
state involvement in teacher evaluation, with an additional 28.8% of the 
respondents predicting state involvement because of the Race to the Top 
.requirements. (p. 7) 
This demonstrates a marked shift in emphasis on the development and 
application of an effectiv~ system of evaluation, of which observation of the 
teacher in the classroom plays an important role. 
Yet to evaluate a teacher, there must be some agreement on what 
characteristics are being evaluated. Stodolsky (1990) stated that even in general 
education, "it is not easy to find a consensus based on empirical evidence, 
theory, or values about the characteristics of good teaching or good teachers" (p. 
175). This also holds true for music teachers. Standley and Madsen (1991) 
concluded that "the multitude of variables investigated (in evaluating teaching 
expertise) seem to be inconsistently delineated and almost hopelessly 
confounded," and further, that "accepted criteria for defining teaching expertise 
are yet to be established and may vary" (p. 5). Colwell (2006a) noted that within 
the field of music education there is disagreement about what should be valued, 
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observing that there does not seem to be any consensus on common 
competencies for music educators or common beliefs among music educators . 
. Duke and Simmons (2006) stated that while most observers, regardless of level of 
expertise, can identify quality instruction when it is observed, identifying the 
"process of music performance instruction" that takes place to effect positive 
musical change in the student has not been so easy (p. 8). 
Ensemble Specific Considerations 
In the musical ensemble rehearsal, the challenge of evaluating the teacher 
is additionally compounded due to the particular skills required in the rehearsal 
classroom, and the uniqueness of the classroom. Doerksen (2006) noted that, 
"classes are almost always elective and often include from sixty to eighty 
students, each with an instrument or voice" (p. 6). On a practical level, the 
classroom management skills required in this setting are very different compared 
to the management skills required in a typical classroom of 25 students sitting at 
desks (Shuler, 1996). Doerksen also pointed out the difference in instructional 
materials (sheet music rather than books), classroom routines (minimal use of 
"extended discussions, seat work, and paper-and-pencil tests"), instruction 
through a rehearsal format with extensive student participation, and the 
extensive use of performance as a means of "student feedback to the instructor" 
(p. 6). Assessment is also considerably different. The aural assessment used by a 
teacher to evaluate a student's musical performance requires different skills than 
the evaluation of a student's written solution to an algebra problem, for example. 
Additionally, researchers have found that high intensity and enthusiasm were 
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key to effective teaching in the rehearsal setting, attributes that are not included 
in generalist observation protocols (Yarbrough & Madsen, 1998 p. 478). 
From the artistic standpoint, Shuler (1996) stated that music teachers need 
to be at once artists and educators, both "committed to their craft and to 
children" (p. 2). Shuler's observation raises a number of questions. How does 
one evaluate the teacher's ability to develop artistic, musical expression in their 
students? How does one who is not trained in music know what to look for 
when observing and evaluating musical instruction? Who is qualified to do this 
sort of evaluation? What should be the criteria for observation by which music 
teachers are evaluated? The issue of evaluation for music teachers, then, becomes 
more complex due to this multiplicity of unique characteristics in their rehearsal 
classrooms. 
Importance 
The issues described above carry real consequence for music teachers, 
particularly as they are related to job security and advancement. How can music 
teachers leading ensembles be fairly evaluated? What are the qualifications 
needed by administrators to fairly observe and evaluate music teachers? What 
protocol should be used to observe music teachers and what evaluation 
instrument is appropriate? Administrators are being held more accountable for 
the educational growth and achievement of the students under their supervision, 
particularly as they are tied to teacher effectiveness. Applications for highly 
competitive programs like Race to the Top apply more pressure to ensure that 
every teacher is as effective as possible. How will music teachers feel confident 
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that administrators are evaluating their effectiveness fairly? This research 
focused on one aspect of this very complex issue, attempting to determine if 
background in observation techniques, and in music, may affect the ability of an 
individual to fairly and equitably observe and evaluate music teachers leading 
performance ensembles. With the increased emphasis on teacher evaluation, 
findings from research on this topic may make a positive impact on the manner 
in which administrators approach music teacher evaluation, and provide 
research based support for advocacy of appropriate music teacher evaluation . 
• 
I found no research addressing this topic that utilized practicing school 
administrators, nor was any research found that identified and quantified the 
differences between observations completed by administrators with varying 
levels of background in observation and music. By working with administrators, 
the research presented here seeks to provide a unique insight. Close examination 
of these differences might ultimately lead to a better understanding of the 
observation and evaluation process for music teachers, and result in more 
accurate and fair evaluations. 
Finally, no research was found that attempted to determine if training in 
observation techniques would affect the evaluations of music teachers completed 
by non-musical administrators. A positive outcome in this area would provide 
the basis for improved administrator preparation, potentially enabling non-
musical administrators to more effectively observe and evaluate music teachers 
leading an ensemble. 
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Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this research was to examine the differences in the 
evaluations of music teachers when conducted by individuals with varying 
backgrounds in music and observation techniques. Specifically, the research 
compared the evaluations of a music teacher in a rehearsal setting completed by 
(a) school administrators with training in observation but little or no musical 
training (ADM- nonmusical administrators), (b) school administrators and 
music leadership with training in observation AND with significant musical 
background (ADM/MUS- musical school administrators), and (c) music 
department leaders or music teachers with significant musical background but 
no training in observation (MUS- Music Department Leadership.) Additionally, 
the research examined the extent to which training in the observation and 
evaluation of music teachers affects attitudes toward music teacher observation 
and/ or the actual evaluation completed by a participant with little or no musical 
background. For purposes of this research, "attitudes" addressed three distinct 
items: (a) the degree to which specific music teacher characteristics were 
considered to be important by the observer I evaluator; (b) the confidence level of 
the observer when evaluating a music teacher; and (c) differences in approach by 
the evaluator when observing a music teacher compared to observations of a 
general classroom teacher. 
Research Questions 
This research sought to answer the following questions: 
1. To what extent do evaluation scores differ based on observer 
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background in evaluation techniques and/ or in music? 
2. To what extent does a training session in the observation and 
evaluation of music teachers affect the actual evaluation completed 
by a participant with little or no musical background and/ or the 
attitude toward music teacher observation? 
Definitions 
For purposes of this research the following definitions will be used: 
Nonmusically trained administrator (ADM)- This category included school 
administrators who had background in the general observation and evaluation of 
teachers and who had little or no experience or background in music. These 
participants were not involved in music as a performer as an adult, did not 
participate in musical ensembles or private music instruction as a college 
student, and whose participation in musical ensembles or private music lessons 
was limited to high school or younger, or nonexistent. 
Musical trained administrator (ADM/MUS) -This category included school 
administrators who had background in general observation and evaluation of 
teachers, and had substantial experience or background in music. These 
participants might have been involved in music performance as an adult, have 
had extensive musical training through high school and college through 
participation in performing ensembles or private instruction, or have a college 
degree in music. Additionally, this category included music supervisors, heads 
of departments, or department chairs who had received additional background 
in instructional observation, but were not in a designated administrative position 
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with supervisory responsibilities that included the observation and evaluation of 
music teachers. 
Music Leadership (MUS) - This category included experienced music educators 
who carried supervisory or leadership responsibilities in their school districts as 
music supervisors, heads of their departments, or department chairs, but who 
were not currently responsible for observation and evaluation and did not have 
background in observation. For purposes of this research, Arts Department 
chairs who supervised music staff but were not music educators were excluded. 
Observation- refers to the actual viewing of the teacher in action. 
Evaluation- refers to the assessment made as a result of the observation. 
Limitations 
This study specifically focused on the rehearsal setting. To provide 
consistency in the responses, a 14-minute video recording of a male, high school 
instrumental director rehearsing his wind ensemble was created as the model to 
be evaluated for comparison. The video recording consisted of three portions of a 
rehearsal condensed into 14 minutes to make the study more inviting to 
participants. A full description of the creation of this video and selection of the 
director can be found in Chapter III. Therefore, findings are limited by the fact 
that the evaluators were responding to a condensed video rather than a live 
teaching episode and unaware of the physical environment of the rehearsal 
room, teacher actions and student responses not included in the video due to 
time constraints, or teacher actions prior to the start of the rehearsal. 
Additionally, the results are limited only to the evaluation of male teachers in 
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high school instrumental ensemble settings. Findings may not apply to female -
teachers, choral ensemble directors, or directors of younger ensembles, as there 
may be other variables that would affect the results. These findings may not 
apply to general music settings, as the instruction in general music is 
considerably different than in a rehearsal setting. 
Findings may be different in a live rehearsal classroom setting, with the 
multiplicity of factors that are present in every classroom, and with a more 
extended period of time observing the teacher. A further discussion of 
limitations can be found in Chapter VI. 
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CHAPTER II: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Overview 
The observation and evaluation of music teachers raises complex issues 
for anyone with this responsibility. "What should I evaluate?" "What does 
effective teaching look like in a music classroom?;' "I have observation protocols, 
but the music classroom looks different. How can I make it fit?" "Am I qualified 
to do this?" "My teachers all need to achieve high standards for our Race to the 
Top application." This chapter will review the literature (a) setting the context for 
observation and evaluation, and defining terms; (b) describing the challenges of 
observing and evaluating a music teacher: (c) identifying who generally is 
responsible for evaluation and what their qualifications typically are; (d) 
examining the appropriateness of general education observation protocols in the 
music ensemble classroom; (e) examining the various approaches to the 
evaluation of music teachers; and, (f) considering how music teacher 
effectiveness is defined and controversies surrounding such definitions. 
Context for Observation and Evaluation 
Throughout history - as far back as Socrates - there is evidence that 
teachers needed to be evaluated (Taebel, 1990b). The accountability movement of 
the 1970's and the impact of the 1983 publication A National Risk propelled 
interest in teacher evaluation (Maranzano, 2002; Taebel1990b; Wise, Darling-
Hammond, McLaughlin, & Bernstein, 1985). 
Shulman (1986) looked at teacher evaluation historically, and found that 
up until the 1980's, the emphasis was on the teacher's knowledge of their content 
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area. The assumption was that "although knowledge of the theories and methods 
of teaching is important, it plays a decidedly secondary role in the qualifications 
of a teacher." In the 1980's, however, the emphasis of teacher evaluation shifted 
to assessing the "capacity to teach" (p. 5). Shulman called it a "blind spot with 
respect to content that now characterizes most research on teaching and, as a 
consequence, most of our state-level programs of teacher evaluation and teacher 
certification" (pp. 7-8). His critique goes on to state: 
In reading the literature of research on teaching, it is clear that central 
questions are unasked. The emphasis is on how teachers manage their 
classrooms, organize activities, allocate time and turns, structure 
assignments, ascribe praise and blame, formulate the levels of their 
questions, plan lessons, and judge general student understanding. 
What we miss are questions about the content of the lessons taught, 
the questions asked, and the explanations offered .... To blend properly 
the two aspects of a teacher's capacities requires that we pay as much 
attention to the content aspects of teaching as we have recently devoted to 
the elements of teaching process. (Shulman, 1986, p. 8) 
With the No Child Left Behind Act of 2002, however, the spotlight 
narrowed on test scores and student achievement. The inclusion of funding tied 
to those test scores increased the pressure for teacher accountability. The most 
recent iteration is the Federally sponsored Race to the Top competition, which 
requires that student achievement is considered strongly in teacher evaluation 
systems (U.S. Department of Education, 2009a). Test scores to measure student 
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achievement, however, are typically limited to reading, writing, and 
mathematics. Yet Prince et al. (2009) noted that in the 2004-2005 school year in 
Florida, teachers of non-tested subjects accounted for 69% of all teachers. They 
also found that in the 2005-2006 school year in Alaska, 85% of all teachers were 
teaching non-tested subjects. Additionally: 
Identifying highly effective teachers of subjects, grades, and students who 
are not tested with standardized achievement tests- such as teachers of 
art, music, physical education, foreign languages, K-2, high school, 
English Language learners, and students with disabilities- necessitates a 
different approach. It is important that states and districts provide viable 
options for measuring the progress of these groups of students and the 
productivity of their teachers, both of which contribute to school 
performance. (Prince et al., 2009, p. 1) 
Learning Point Associates (2010) point out that "states are starting to think 
about other quantitative measures (other than student achievement on state 
standardized tests), which can be used to evaluate teachers of students in 
untested grades and subject areas" (p. 10). An analysis of the 41 Phase 1 
applications of the Race to the Top competition found that while all applications 
included information on their teacher evaluation processes, there were 
significant differences in approach and readiness to implement their programs. 
Classroom observations of teachers, however, were a "major component" on all 
of them (Learning Point Associates, 2010, p . 3). As observations will likely 
continue to play a central role in these new systems, it is imperative that those 
completing the observations clearly understand the intricacies of the teaching 
skills required for the subjects they are observing. 
19 
Against this backdrop of general interest in and confusion about the 
observation of teachers, terminology is often blurred and unclear. Of primary 
distinction is the difference between evaluation and supervision. In general, 
supervision is considered to be formative in nature, designed to support the 
teacher in improving instruction for the betterment of student learning. 
Evaluation, on the other hand, is summative, and has implications for teacher 
promotion,· tenure, and continued employment (Mathers, Oliva, & Laine, 2008; 
Nolan & Hover, 2008). While the terms "formative" and "summative" are 
generally understood in this manner, the term "teacher evaluation" can be found 
associated with both terms (e.g. Darling-Hammond, Wise, & Pease, 1983). 
Mathers et al. (2008) noted that observations are valid for both formative and 
summative evaluations; however, they go on to cite studies (Shannon, 1991; 
Shavelson, Webb, & Burstein, 1986) that found that "poorly trained observers 
and inconsistent, brief observations can create biased results" (p. 5). 
Additionally, the terms "observation" and "evaluation" are sometimes used 
loosely and interchangeably in the literature. In the current research, 
"observation" refers to the actual viewing of the teacher in action while 
"evaluation" refers to the assessment made as a result of the observation. 
Readers are advised to keep these distinctions in mind when reading 
supporting materials relative to the topic of teacher supervision and evaluation, 
as the terms are not consistently used, particularly in older publications. For 
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purposes of this research, the terms will be utilized as described in the previous 
paragraph. 
Challenges When Observing and Evaluating Music Instruction 
Colwell (2006a) noted that "Educators in colleges of education, not music 
educators, have established most of the pedagogical practices designed to 
accomplish the visions [for the outcomes of schooling] and also be effective in the 
preparation of music teachers" (pp. 23-4). As more and more criticism has been 
levied against education in general, Colwell additionally questioned the validity 
of applying these practices to music. Colwell (2006b) asked, "to what extent do 
these practices apply to the primary expectations of a rich learning experience in 
music?" (p. 24). Colwell further discussed the "significant emphasis on subject 
matter expertise" that is required of music teachers in comparison to teachers in 
general education fields (Colwell, 2006b, p. 21). Observing these "rich learning 
experiences" and evaluating teachers with a high level of expertise in their field 
provide particular challenges to an administrator with no musical background 
who is required to observe and evaluate a music teacher. 
Other researchers have found similar results. Duke et al. (1998) supported 
Colwell's assertion that the rri.usic classroom provides distinctive opportunities 
for learning, noting that in performing ensembles and in music, the unique 
aspect is that all students perform and respond to a problem, as opposed to 
individual responses or no responses, demonstrating understanding through 
their performance: 
Music performance instruction necessarily involves the active, overt 
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participation of all students throughout the learning process. The very 
nature of music instruction embodies an ongoing alternation between 
teacher instructions and student performance trials ... students have 
frequent performance opportunities that demonstrate their levels of skill 
acquisition moment to moment. (pp. 267-8) 
Maranzano (2002) noted that, "the unique aspects of musical rehearsals 
and delivery of instruction present challenges for evaluators in every school 
context." Maranzano pointed to the larger class sizes, the "rigor of performance," 
and the "complex decision process that music teachers demonstrate in the act of 
conducting and teaching musical rehearsals" as examples (pp. 17-18). These 
unique aspects of the music classroom become challenges to the administrator 
who has no background in music, yet is required to observe and evaluate the 
music teacher. 
Who is Responsible and Qualified to Observe and Evaluate? 
Researchers have suggested that observation and evaluation can and 
·should be a positive process supporting the growth of the teacher being observed 
(Danielson & McGreal, 2000; Nolan and Hoover, 2008). When the expectations of 
evaluation are not clearly defined, however, or there is a perception of inequity 
or lack of understanding in the evaluation process, dissatisfaction and disconnect 
can result on the part of the teacher and administrator. Colley (1989) examined 27 
educators who were responsible for teaching or administering art and/ or music 
programs (9 art educators, 9 music educators, 9 administrators.) The study 
involved interviews to determine program expectations, awareness level of 
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expectations between groups, and commonalities and differences in expectations. 
Colley determined that there were many conflicting expectations related to 
specialization at the elementary level, differences in training for both specialists 
and administrators, poorly defined program goals, and difficulties within the 
organizations which affected the perceptions of the specialist teacher. These 
differences played out significantly when the topic of evaluation was addressed. 
In this study, Colley found that administrators and teachers agreed that the 
formal evaluation procedures in use at the time were of "questionable" value for 
a spe~ialist teacher (p. 90). With misperceptions existing in both parties, this 
result was not surprising (Colley, 1989). 
Some authors noted that within the administrative world, training in 
observation itself is severely lacking. Nolan and Hoover (2008) stated, "Most 
school administrators have not been adequately prepared to evaluate teachers" 
(p. 167). They pointed to the minimal, if any, requirements of coursework in 
teacher supervision and evaluation for school administrator certification. 
Mathers et al. (2008) concurred, noting that school districts seldom require 
training for their evaluators, and pointed out that "bias" based on the "local 
school culture and context" may influence the observer in unintended ways (p. 
10). 
Nolan and Hoover (2008) emphasized the need for observers to be 
knowledgeable in both observation and evaluation techniques, and in the content 
of the class being observed. They stated that the evaluator: 
must possess both pedagogical and content expertise in order to make a 
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fair, informed, comprehensive assessment of teacher performance and 
competence. If the evaluator does not possess content expertise, it is 
imperative that other properly certificated experts in the content area be 
brought into the process .... Content expertise is an essential aspect of 
assessing good teaching performance. (p. 13) 
Coming from the point of view of a music teacher, Shuler (1996) agreed with 
Nolan and Hoover, noting that "teacher standards- and, therefore, teacher 
assessment- must also reflect the important uniqueness of each discipline" (p. 
2). Maranzano (2002) studied the evaluation of music teachers in the state of 
Virginia, and confirmed that the lack of "subject-specific criteria and evaluators 
with little training in music" were perceived as problems by Virginia music 
educators (p. 125). Other authors have also supported the idea that content 
specific knowledge is essential to appropriate observations (Mathers et al, 2008; 
Stodolsky, 1990). 
In contrast, Danielson (2007) disagreed with the notion of needing content 
specific knowledge to evaluate a teacher, and suggested that the Framework for 
Teaching would be suitable for any subject area. Danielson stated that: 
beneath the unique features of each situation are powerful commonalities. 
It is these commonalities that the framework addresses . . .. Although . 
those different contexts imply very different decisions by teachers about 
what they do every day, the framework for teaching captures those 
aspects of teaching that are common across contexts. (p. 22) 
This belief is supported by comments made by administrators participating in a 
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study completed by Hirokawa (2008). A typical response stated that they 
"understand the aspect of good teaching regardless of subject area." While the 
sample size was small for this study (N = 22), 55 % (n = 12) of the administrators 
with some or no musical background indicated they felt somewhat to very 
confident in evaluating music teachers (p. 7). 
Validity of Evaluation Instruments 
Perhaps more importantly, evaluation instruments do not necessarily 
account equitably for teacher behaviors specific to the music classroom, as Taebel 
(1990b) documented in a study of the Alabama Career Incentive Program (CIP). 
This program was established as an "incentive based merit pay plan for teachers, 
based on their classroom performance and other professional activities" (p. 8), 
suggesting that the stakes were high with this program, and accurate assessment 
was an imperative. The committee responsible for the program developed 15 
competencies to be evaluated. While five of these competencies related to 
professional activities, ten were designated for classroom observation. These 
were to be evaluated using the Classroom Observation Record (COR), one of 
three instruments developed for measuring teacher performance. In Taebel's 
study, observers were building principals or central office administrators who 
received 35 hours of training. In order to receive certification, they were required 
to score 70% or higher in agreement. Teachers were observed in two, 45-minute 
lessons. Taebel was careful to note that, "considerable attention was given to 
observer agreement coefficients (percentage of agreement) and the reliability of 
the scores." Other than one competency that had a reliability of .42, the reliability 
on the remaining nine competencies ranged from .60 to .85. Taebel noted that 
these scores were comparable to reliability scores found in other studies on 
"classroom performance measures" (p. 10). 
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In comparing the music teachers' competency scores with scores of other 
teachers, Taebel found that the means were significantly higher on two 
competencies. They were, however, significantly lower on seven competencies 
(p < .05). Competency 2, "Uses materials and equipment," was one of the two 
higher scoring competencies. This category reflected the high use of instruments 
and recordings in music classes. He found the lowest scores on Competency 3, 
"Provides for practice and application." The competency was defined as 
including observations of the teacher circulating around the room, assisting 
students, and assigning independent classwork. Two other competencies, 
"Presents organized instruction" and "Monitors student achievement" had 
similar issues of music teachers being scored low due to the way each category 
was defined. He noted that this evaluation protocol appeared to be based on a 
model "advocated by Madeline Hunter (Slavin, 1987) and others (Rosenshine, 
1987)" that was designed for general education (Taebel, 1990b, p. 17). Hunter's 
work in the 1970s and 1980s emphasized teacher-centered instruction utilizing a 
seven-step lesson plan design. Her research resulted in lists of teacher behaviors 
that were grouped in three main categories - content, learning behavior, and 
teaching behavior (Goldberg, 1990). According to Danielson and McGreal (2000), 
many states developed evaluation criteria based on these lists, and "often 
provided rating scales and checklists to accompany evaluation criteria. These 
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rating scales and checklists explicitly encouraged a single view of teaching" (p. 
14). 
Taebel concluded that these "results may indicate that this model, 
especiaily as defined by these competencies, is not serviceable for evaluating the 
performance of music teachers" (p. 17). Taebel suggested that while the 
evaluation instrument might be appropriate for general classroom use, the skills 
being evaluated might not be as notable or obvious in a music classroom. 
Additionally, he noted that the manner in which the skills were defined may 
have affected the outcome of the scoring, resulting in lower scores for the music 
teachers (1990b). 
Approaches to Music Teacher Observation and Evaluation 
While numerous protocols have been developed to evaluate teachers in 
general, few reliable and valid models of evaluation have been developed 
specifically for music teachers. Abeles (1975) systematically developed an 
instrument that could be used to evaluate applied music instruction. His 30-item 
Applied Faculty Student Evaluation Scale (APSES) included categories for 
rapport, instructional systemization (directions, analysis, etc.), instructional skill, 
musical knowledge, and general instructional competence. However, while this 
instrument was deemed to be appropriate for evaluating applied faculty, no 
suggestion was made as to potential application for any other music teaching 
situation such as ensemble directing. 
Madsen and Yarbrough (1985) also developed an observation protocol for 
music educators. However, their system was geared to instruct music educators 
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(from student teachers to professionals) in competency-based observation. This 
approach systematically teaches students observation techniques in order to 
critique and self assess their teaching. While it was not intended for teacher 
observation and evaluation by supervisors, it provided a significant step towards 
analysis of the actions taken by a music teacher in their classroom. Numerous 
charts and references for evaluation are included. 
Doerksen (2006) developed an entire approach for evaluating music 
teachers in 1990 and revised it in 2006, including evaluative criteria, job 
descriptions, and an evaluation process with goal setting, observation, analysis, 
pre- and postobservation conferencing, and plans for assistance if needed. 
Although the approach is comprehensive, Doerksen maintained that, "while 
general administrators can evaluate those things common to all classrooms, such 
as the quality of classroom control, planning, and interaction with students, the 
evaluation of instruction requires expertise in the subject taught'' (p. xi). Because 
his protocol is based on this assumption, it would not be easily applied by an 
administrator with little or no musical background. 
Collins (1996) suggested that checklists, instruments, and standards 
needed to be developed for music teacher observation. Collins found that while a 
variety of evaluation instruments were in use for teachers in general, they were 
generic in nature, and not specific to music. Nolan and Hoover (2008), however, 
questioned the use of checklists, stating that they are "neither objective or 
precise" (p. 170). They instead recommended that "the processes for making 
professional judgments about the quality of teaching be informed by a deep 
understanding of both the research on teaching and the context in which the 
teaching takes place" (p. 171). 
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Bergee (1992) sought to devise a scale that would accurately and 
specifically assess rehearsal effectiveness. To determine the scale by which the 
teachers would be assessed, Bergee began by researching broadly to create an 
extensive "item pool" from which "rehearsal effectiveness factors" would be 
selected. Respondents (N = 251), all of who had experienced music student 
teaching, then ranked the 54 identified items on a Likert type scale. Using factor 
analysis, Bergee determined three factors: Conducting Technique, Teacher-
Student Rapport, and Instructional Skills, and ten items representing each factor. 
To test the resulting scale (Student Teachers' Rehear?al Effectiveness Rating Scale 
or STRERS), five experienced music educators viewed videotaped rehearsals of 
eight student teachers in secondary choral and instrumental settings, and used 
the STRERS to evaluate the student teacher. Interjudge reliability was significant 
(r=.91, p<.Ol), suggesting that the scale Bergee devised was a reliable instrument 
for evaluating music student teachers leading an ensemble. Bergee noted that 
when comparing this scale with the generic "Performance-Based Teacher 
Evaluation Form" used for the final evaluation of the student teachers, there was 
considerable agreement between the two in their inclusion of items "describing 
preparation, use of instructional time, and interactions with students" (p. 11). 
The generic form, however, lacked content specific items that were included in 
Bergee' s scale. 
The reliability of Bergee' s scale formed the basis of an evaluation system 
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created by Hamann and Gillespie (2009). Their system was divided into two 
categories. The first, in Lesson Delivery Skills, included Posture, Eye Contact, 
Gestures, Facial Expression and Vocal Inflection, and was weighted at 40% of the 
total score. The second category, Planning and Presentation of the Lesson 
included Evidence of Lesson Planning, Subject Matter Competence, Pacing, 
Sequencing Pattern/Rehearsal Cycle, and Teaching Style, and was weighted at 
60% of the total score. Each sub category was further divided into descriptive 
items that were to be ranked on a scale of 1 (poor) to 5 (excellent.) Each of these 
items had a descriptor of what behaviors would qualify as poor or excellent. 
Defining Music Teacher Effectiveness 
Stodolsky (1990) pointed out that in order to evaluate, quality teaching 
must be defined, stating, "any method of evaluation is accompanied by a 
conception of what teaching is, and more specifically, a conception of what good 
or effective teaching is" (p. 175). Within the field of music education, however, 
disagreement exists not only on what should be taught, but also the best manner in 
which it should be taught (Grant & Drafall, 1991). Colwell (2006a) noted that 
there is no consensus on common competencies for music educators or common 
beliefs among music educators, saying that "identifying the essential 
competencies of well-qualified music teachers is not a new topic" (p. 18) and 
expressing frustration that the question has not been resolved after many years 
of discussion. 
Standley and Madsen (1991) found similar results, noting that there was 
considerable controversy throughout the music education field when it comes to 
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defining what exactly teaching expertise is and how to evaluate it. Duke, Prickett 
and Jellison (1998) found that in defining effective music teaching "the precise 
identification of the critical attributes of effective practice seems more elusive" (p. 
266). Even in general education there is difficulty in finding "a consensus based 
on empirical evidence, theory, or values about the characteristics of good 
teaching or good teachers" (Stodolsky, 1990, p. 175). 
A number of researchers have attempted to define the distinctive 
characteristics of music teachers through research. Grant and Drafall (1991) 
conducted an extensive review and analysis of research in teacher effectiveness 
in general education and music education beginning in 1980. They summarized 
their findings into the following characteristics of an effective music teacher: 
(a) is adept at human relationships (Goodstein, 1984); (b) is an 
independent thinker (Farmilo, 1981); (c) possesses a strong need to 
accomplish tasks (Goodstein, 1984); (d) has a creative teaching style 
(Farmilo, 1981); (e) is able to adapt instruction to student needs (Taylor, 
1980); (f) maintains an appropriate rehearsal atmosphere (Fiocca, 1986); (g) 
balances rehearsal and teacher talk effectively (Caldwell, 1980; Pontius, 
1982); (h) is thoroughly prepared for class (Fiocca, 1986); and (i) uses high 
quality literature (Fiocca, 1986). (Grant & Drafall, pp. 38-9) 
Duke et al. (1998) considered novice teachers' perceptions of timing and 
pacing in a music classroom. Using 1-3 minute recorded excerpts of four novice 
teachers leading music classes of different types (ensemble rehearsals as well as 
general music classes), the teachers were evaluated by 44 other novice teachers 
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on the pace of instruction along six different scales. The researchers found that 
the pace of instruction was rated more positively when the student 
performance/teacher activity episodes happened more frequently and were 
shorter than when they were longer and less frequent. They also found that 
while the proportion of teacher activity to student activity was comparable in 
slow paced vs. faster paced classes, the duration of each episode was much 
shorter in the faster paced class; and the activities were at a higher rate per 
minute. There was a quicker alternation of teacher-student activity. Fast paced 
instruction was found in other studies as well (Hendel, 1993; Madsen, 2003; 
Madsen, Standley, Byo, & Cassidy, 1992). 
Duke et al. (1998) also noted that there was a higher rate of "directives" 
and a lower rate of "information statements" with the faster paced lessons. This 
was a teacher behavior they cited as being consistent with effective instruction in 
other disciplines also. The researchers were careful to clearly define categories 
and classifications of comments. For example, information statements were 
defined as "teacher verbalizations that convey information about the activity in 
which the class is engaged, but do not explicitly direct the students to take action 
(e. g. "The sopranos have the melody here." "We're going to learn each verse 
before we sing the entire song." "This is the climax of the piece." "We will begin at 
letter A.") Directive statements commanded the student or students to take some 
specific action (e.g. "Make this more smooth." "Trumpets, play louder!"). 
Questions included any non-rhetorical question posed by the teacher. Positive 
and negative feedback statements included any evaluative statements that 
describe the performance of the students in the class (e.g. "That was terrific." 
"You're still a little behind.") (p. 276). 
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In another study, Duke and Simmons (2006) examined the teaching 
characteristics of three internationally acknowledged artist-teachers. This study 
analyzed 25 hours of video recordings of each subject, searching for common 
elements of instruction that occurred in the teaching of all three. Nineteen 
elements were identified and organized into three categories (a) Goals and 
Expectations, (b) Effecting Change, and (c) Conveying Information, each of 
which were described in detail. They found it particularly interesting that there 
was a fair amount of consistency of these elements between three teachers in 
three completely different performance fields (winds, strings, and keyboard) 
(Duke & Simmons, 2006). While the researchers acknowledged that 
generalizability of their findings to other music teaching scenarios could not be 
implied, they felt that the findings might "illuminate aspects of teaching practice 
that may not be easily measurable using pre-defined observation procedures and 
may not be apparent to a casual observer" (p. 16). 
Other research found specific characteristics to be important in the music 
ensemble classroom. Many studies found that nonverbal communication was 
particularly important (Bergee, 1992; Frederickson, 1992; Johnson et al., 2008; 
Madsen, 2003; Madsen et al., 1992; Taebel, 1980; Yarbrough, 1975). Others cited 
the importance of having a good rapport with students (Abeles, 1975; Johnson, 
Darrow, & Eason, 2008). Yarbrough and Madsen (1998) confirmed the 
importance of eye contact, and found a "perfect relationship between intensity 
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and enthusiasm" (p. 478), suggesting that these characteristics play a strong role 
in effective teaching of music. 
Madsen, Standley, Byo, and Cassidy (1992) confirmed several previously 
identified characteristics of music teachers, and identified additional 
characteristics. The first part of their study focused on determining the accuracy 
of student teachers' self-analysis of their teaching, as they watched and evaluated 
themselves on videotape. In an extension of their study, music experts identified 
a number of best skills as they also evaluated student teacher videotapes: quick 
pacing, appropriate vocal modeling, competent conducting gestures, appropriate 
approval, good eye contact, varied physical proximity, clear directions, pleasant 
affect, musical conviction, confident/ in control appearance, on-task students, 
good voice, good personality, good questions, positive approach, enthusiastic 
affect. Worst skills were also identified: uncorrected notes and rhythms, severe 
discipline problems, inadequate approvals, unnecessary counting off before 
downbeat, approval errors, inadequate specificity in feedback, inadequate facial 
affect, excessive teacher talking, inadequate energy, inadequate conducting 
assertiveness, poor conducting skills, unprepared lesson, inefficient use of time, 
inadequate eye contact, verbal ticks (p. 23). They concluded that "the continuing 
difficulty is in creating appropriate classifications for analyzing the component 
parts of effective teaching" (p. 24). 
A closer look comparing the music related protocols for observation and 
evaluation mentioned previously identified a number of music teacher 
characteristics found in common that were also supported in other research. Four 
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models mentioned Enthusiasm (Bergee, 1992; Doerksen, 2006; Hamann & 
Gillespie, 2009; Madsen & Yarbrough, 1985, additionally in Teachout, 1997; 
Yarbrough & Madsen, 1998), three mentioned Intensity, Magnitude or Energy 
(Bergee, 1992; Doerksen, 2006; Hamann & Gillespie, 2009, additionally in 
Madsen, Standley, Byo & Cassidy, 1992; Yarbrough & Madsen, 1998), three 
mentioned Ability to Motivate or Lead (Bergee, 1992; Doerksen, 2006; Madsen & 
Yarbrough, 1985, additionally in Rohwer & Henry, 2004, Teachout, 1997), and 
two mentioned Eye Contact (Doerksen, 2006; Hamann & Gillespie, 2009, 
additionally in Frederickson, 1992; Madsen, 2003; Madsen et al., 1992). Hamann 
& Gillespie (2009) also mention Facial Expression, Posture, Vocal Inflection, and 
Conducting Gesture. Further investigation into other studies yielded emphasis 
on Personal Characteristics (Taebel, 1992; Teachout, 1997), Pacing (Duke, Prickett 
& Jellison, 1998; Madsen et al., 1992; Yarbrough & Madsen, 1998), and Accuracy 
of Musical Models (Madsen et al., 1992; Yarbrough & Madsen, 1998). While this 
is just a small sampling of the considerable research on the Effective 
Characteristics of Music Teachers, it suggests that there are behaviors specific to 
teaching music that should be considered when evaluating music teachers. 
The absence of these characteristics from generalist observation protocols 
seems counterintuitive. While the above studies identified many personal 
characteristics, there appears to be conflicting evidence about the inclusion of 
these characteristics when considering what makes an effective teacher. Research 
in the effectiveness of music teachers supports the idea that these personal 
characteristics are an important aspect in music classes (Bergee, 1992; Grant & 
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Drafall, 1991; Madsen & Yarbrough, 1985). Yet Danielson and McGreal (2000) 
reported that educational research in the 1960s found that there was no link 
between personal characteristics and "good teaching or student learning" (p. 13). 
Taebel (1992) reviewed research on characteristics of music teachers, and 
confirmed that "the widespread perception that a teacher's personality is a major 
contributor to student behavior and learning is not supported by these research 
studies" (p. 314). Taebel also noted that the research he reviewed dealt almost 
exclusively with standardized personality measures. It is possible that the music 
specific characteristics found in other studies to be valuable to music teaching 
were not typically included in these personality studies. For example, Madsen 
and Geringer (1989) defined "intensity" as "sustained control of the 
student/ teacher interaction evidenced by efficient, accurate presentation and 
correction of the subject matter with enthusiastic affect and effective pacing" (p. 
90). Yarbrough (1975) defined "magnitude" as "the ability (of a conductor) to 
change behavior in all categories (body movement, voice volume, pitch, speed, 
activity, eye contact, conducting gestures, facial expressions) at precisely the 
right time during the rehearsal" (p. 144). It is unclear without further review if 
characteristics defined in this manner fit in any way with the standardized 
personality measures mentioned by Taebel. An extensive review and analysis of 
this topic is outside the scope of this research, but would hold potential for 
further research. 
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Summary 
Currently, teacher evaluation and accountability in education are widely 
debated. Due to competitive programs such as the Federally funded Race to the 
Top program, the rush is on for state education departments to formulate plans 
for the most appropriate protocols for teacher evaluation. The emphasis 
continues to be on tested subjects, even though a high percentage of teachers do 
not teach tested subjects. Confusion persists as terminology is often loosely used 
and undefined. While some researchers and developers of prominent evaluation 
protocols advocate the need for evaluators knowledgeable in the subject area 
they are evaluating, others do not. Evaluation instruments designed with general 
education in mind do not necessarily account equitably for teacher behaviors 
specific to the music classroom. Additionally, the distinctive and unique 
opportunities for learning in the ensemble classroom may present real challenges 
for generalist observers. Within the music education field itself, there is a lack of 
consensus on what is considered effective teaching in the music classroom. 
While protocols for observation and evaluation exist for teachers in general, few 
have been developed specifically for music educators. 
Numerous problems in the observation and evaluation of music teachers 
have been described in this review. The disagreement on what should be 
evaluated, who should do the evaluations, and how they should be conducted will 
not easily be resolved. Classroom observation will likely continue to play a 
significant role in teacher evaluation. Yet ensemble directing requires a complex 
and subtle skill set that is not easily perceived by someone not practiced in 
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music. It is hoped that the research presented in this study will point to potential 
solutions to increase awareness of these skills, providing for fairer and more 
equitable observations for music teachers. 
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CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY I- DEVELOPMENT OF TEACHER 
OBSERVATION/EVALUATION INSTRUMENT 
Overview 
The purpose of this research was to examine the differences in the 
evaluations of music teachers when conducted by individuals with varying 
backgrounds in music and observation techniques. To achieve this purpose, it 
was necessary to provide (a) an appropriate observation and evaluation protocol, 
(b) a common music teaching episode for participants to observe, and (c) an 
instrument to collect demographic data needed to classify and compare 
participant responses. Many observation/ evaluation instruments utilize 
checklists or statements that may subtly suggest the bias of the individuals 
developing the protocol. To maximize reliability, it was critical that the 
instrument used to measure any potential differences be clearly understandable 
to all participants and in particular, not biased towards either general education 
or music education. It was also important that the instrument be open, providing 
opportunities for participants to freely respond and not be guided toward 
anticipated outcomes. This would allow for richer, more detailed responses that 
might not be included in checklist answer options, and would aid in determining 
what observers with varying backgrounds in music deemed important. This 
chapter describes in detail the process completed to develop what became the 
Teacher Observation/ Evaluation Instrument (TOEI). 
The data collection process (which for discussion purposes in this paper 
will be collectively called the "Teacher Observation/Evaluation Instrument" or 
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TOEI) consisted of three distinct elements: (a) a Teacher Observation Rubric, 
used to evaluate a teacher on a video-recording; (b) the actual video-recording of 
a teacher leading an ensemble; and (c) an attitudinal and demographic survey. 
For clarity, each of these elements will be considered separately. The entire TOEI 
can be found in Appendix D. 
Detailed Description of the Teacher Observation Rubric (TOR) 
The selection of an appropriate observation rubric for use in this research 
required investigation into existing evaluative instruments for teacher 
observation. In the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, the Department of 
Education Employee Evaluation Forms, PDE-426, PDE-427, PDE-428, and PDE-
430 (Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2010) clearly align with Danielson's 
Framework for Teaching (Danielson, 2007). These forms, however, list only 
satisfactory and unsatisfactory performance in four broad categories 
corresponding with the four Domains outlined by Danielson, and provide no 
opportunity for evaluating specific behaviors. They were therefore rejected as 
.. 
possible evaluative instruments, even though they would be familiar to 
Pennsylvania administrators who would be participants in the research. 
Danielson's Framework for Teaching (2007) is broadly known to educators, and 
therefore was considered as a basis of comparison with other evaluative models. 
A more inclusive model was found, however, in Nolan and Hoover (2008), in 
which the authors compared four sets of teaching standards. Among these was 
Danielson's Framework, as well as standards authored by Iwanicki and Ribas, and 
the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (p. 175). Nolan and 
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Hoover created their own model, which incorporated elements from these 
sources, paying close attention to those standards that appeared in several 
sources (p. 177). 
These models, however, were designed by and for the generalist and 
intended to be applicable to all teaching situations. Previously mentioned 
researchers have written about the limitations of using these models to evaluate 
music teachers (Colwell, 2006b; Maranzano, 2002; Shuler, 1996; Taebel, 1990b). To 
address the specific concerns of music educators leading ensembles, four sources 
were consulted. Madsen and Yarbrough (1985) designed a detailed approach to 
observing the music conductor, utilizing "Systematic Observation Techniques" 
based on earlier research by Madsen (p. 41). While some of the charts and forms 
included in this approach would be understandable to a generalist observer, the 
complexity of learning how to use it eliminated it from consideration. Bergee 
(1992) set out to devise a scale that would accurately measure the effectiveness of 
music student teachers in a rehearsal setting. His investigation resulted in 
. 
identifying thirty factors grouped into three broad categories, "Conducting 
Technique," "Teacher-Student Rapport," and "Instructional Skills" (p. 9). 
Hamann and Gillespie (2009) devised "The Survey of Teaching Effectiveness" to 
evaluate string teachers during rehearsals. Observable behaviors were grouped 
into two broad categories, "Lesson Delivery Skills" and "Planning and 
Presentation of Lesson" (p. 248). Doerksen (2006) designed a comprehensive 
approach to evaluating music teachers of performance groups. Doerksen's 
Observation Guide is comprised of four broad categories: Quality of the 
classroom environment, Quality of teacher-student interaction, Quality of 
Instruction, and Teacher Behaviors. The difficulty related to using these 
approaches is that each utilizes music specific language that might not be 
appropriately interpreted by a generalist observing a music classroom. 
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The observation rubric used for this research needed to be broad based, 
easy for anyone to understand, yet provide enough opportunity for a musically 
trained observer to note music-specific behaviors. As none of the models 
described above fit the requirements exactly, I endeavored to adapt one of the 
existing models. Utilizing the eight "Evaluation Standards" identified by Nolan 
and Hoover as a point of comparison, I categorized Danielson's twenty-two 
"components" to see how they would line up. They were found to have a fairly 
even distribution. For each of Nolan and Hoover's Evaluation Standards, three to 
five of Danielson's components fit reasonably well, with some Danielson's 
components overlapping into more than one of Nolan and Hoover's Standards. 
The only area that had fewer of Danielson's components was the Standard on 
Content Knowledge (the first Evaluation Standard for Nolan and Hoover.) The 
only component from Danielson that did not seem to fit neatly into Nolan and 
Hoover's Standards was the component for Organizing Physical Space. 
The four music-based models were also compared to Nolan and Hoover 
(2008). Many of the items mentioned in these models fit well with the general 
education standards, with numerous (17- 25 combined total) items from these 
sources lining up in each of Nolan and Hoover's Evaluation Standards of (1) 
Content, (3) Instructional Strategies, and (5) Positive Classroom Environment; 
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and some (5-6 combined total) items lining up with each of (2) Long Range and 
Daily Planning and (6) Attention to Diversity. Table 1 shows the distribution of 
Danielson's components and the four music-based models as they corresponded 
to Nolan and Hoover's Evaluation Standards. 
Table 1 
Comparison of Evaluative Models to Nolan & Hoover (2008) 
Nolan & Hoover (2008) Danielson Bergee 
Generalist (2007) (1992) 
Generalist Music 
1. Deep understanding l.a 
of content 
2. Long range and 
daily planning 
appropriate for 
students and consistent 
with standards 
3. Instructional 
strategies and effective 
questioning to engage 
students and promote 
deep understanding 
l.b, l.c, 
1.d, l.e 
l.e, 3.a, 
3.b, 3.c, 
3.e 
4. Assessment of l.f, 3.d, 
students, providing 4.b 
feedback; assessment 
used to plan 
instruction 
1.1, 1.2, 
1.3, 1.4, 
1.5, 1.6, 
1.7, 1.8, 
1.9, 
3.5 
2.4, 2.5, 
2.6, 2.7, 
3.3, 3.4, 
3.6, 3.8 
Doerksen 
(2006) 
Music 
C.3, C.4a, 
CAb, D.4 
A.6, D.6 
A.13, C.1, 
C.2, C.3, D.7 
Hamann & Madsen & 
Gillespie Yarbrough 
(2009) (1985) 
Music Music 
II. Planning A. Musical: 1, 
Content 1a, 1b; II. 2, Sb, 7 
Subject Matter 
Competence 
II. Planning A. Musical: 
Content 1c, 2; II. 13 
Planning B. 
Organization 
II. Pacing C; II. 
Sequencing etc. 
A 
II. Sequencing 
etc. B 
Musical: 3, 
Sa 
5. Positive classroom 
environment; well 
organized, conducive 
to student learning; 
management of 
student behavior 
2.a, 2.b, 
2.c, 2.d 
2.1, 2.8, A.1, A.2, A.3, II. Pacing A, B; II. Musical: 4, 
3.2, 3.7 A.4, A.5, A.7, Teaching Style B, 6, 8 
A.B. A.9, A.12 C 
A.14, B.1, B.2, 
B.3, B.4, B.5 
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6. Attention to a wide 
variety of student 
diversity, including 
cultural differences 
and special needs 
students 
l.b, l.c, 
3.e 
2.9, 3.1 D.l II. Pacing D Musical: 9 
7. Teacher is life-long 
learner, reflective of 
their teaching practice, 
seeks professional 
growth 
8. Professional 
interaction with 
families & colleagues; 
contributes to the 
school as an 
organization 
4.a, 4.d, 
4.e 
4.c, 4.d, 
4.£ 
3.10 
Musical: 
10 
Note: Numbers and letters refer to the way items were listed in the original source or 
numbered for purposes of this study. The following items were not specifically listed in 
Nolan & Hoover: Danielson- 2.e Organizing Physical Space; Bergee- 1.10 Intensity, 2.2 
Ability to motivate, 2.3 Interprets psychological mood of the group, 2.10 Enthusiasm, 3.9 
Grammar and pronunciation; Doerksen- A.lO Sense of accomplishment, All. Students 
take pride, D.2 Enthusiasm, D.3 Energy and intensity, D.5 Eye contact; Hamann & 
Gillespie - I. Posture, eye contact, gesture, facial expression, vocal inflection (all related 
to presentation), II. Teaching style -A. Charisma, energy, confidence, enthusiasm; 
Madsen & Yarbrough- Personality lists 13 character traits that do not fall in the above 
categories other than "Punctual" which could be under 8. Professionalism; also includes 
Enthusiasm; Musical traits listed include ll.lnitiative, 12. Leadership, 14. Ability to 
motivate. 
In the music-based models, only one item was found to line up in each of 
the categories of (4) Assessment, (7) Teacher as Life-Long Leamer, and (8) 
Professional Interaction. A possible explanation for the lack of attention to 
assessment in the music based models is that for a conductor in a rehearsal 
setting, formative assessment occurs on a continuous basis as the music is 
performed (Duke, 2000; Feldman & Contzius, 2011). Rehearsals are primarily a 
process of performance, assessment, correction, and application, whether 
stopping to correct an inaccurate pitch or altering a conducting gesture to modify 
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a dynamic. What is not known is if this process is so automatic to musicians and 
integral to the rehearsal process that it is not recognized or acknowledged as 
being assessment; The categories of (7) Teacher as Life-Long Learner and (8) 
Professional Interaction would be evaluated outside of the rehearsal room, and 
as such, fell outside the scope of this research and were eliminated from 
consideration. 
There were also a number of items in the music-based models that did not 
fall neatly into the generalist-based standards. All four models mentioned 
Enthusiasm (Bergee, 1992; Doerksen, 2006; Hamann & Gillespie, 2009; Madsen & 
Yarbrough, 1985), three mentioned Intensity, Magnitude or Energy (Bergee, 1992; 
Doerksen, 2006; Hamann & Gillespie, 2009), three mentioned Ability to Motivate 
or Lead (Bergee, 1992; Doerksen, 2006; Madsen & Yarbrough, 1985), and two 
mentioned Eye Contact (Doerksen, 2006; Hamann & Gillespie, 2009). Hamann & 
Gillespie (2009) also mention Facial Expression, Posture, Vocal Inflection, and 
Conducting Gesture. Other studies yielded emphasis on Personal Characteristics 
(Taebel, 1992; Teachout, 1997), Pacing (Duke, Prickett & Jellison, 1998; Madsen et 
al., 1992; Yarbrough & Madsen, 1998), and Accuracy of Musical Models (Madsen 
et al., 1992; Yarbrough & Madsen, 1998). These studies suggest that there are 
behaviors specific to teaching music that should be considered when evaluating 
music teachers, but are not typically included in the generalist models of 
observation and evaluation. 
To gain the most reliable results, it was important to design the 
observation rubric to be user-friendly for the non-musically trained 
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administrator, utilizing vocabulary that would not bias the evaluation toward 
someone who did have musical training. As Maranzano (2000) noted, it cannot 
be assumed that public school districts would utilize subject specific evaluators 
and evaluation forms, even if that would be the preferred model. Districts might 
not have the funding or the personnel to do so. 
It was equally important to provide opportunities for an administrator 
more familiar with musical instruction to make note of music-specific teaching 
characteristics they might observe. Since there was considerable agreement 
between the categories designated by Nolan and Hoover (2008) and the four 
music based evaluation tools, this became the basis for the evaluation categories 
for this research. As the scope of this research is limited to teacher behaviors that 
are observed in the rehearsal setting, categories of evaluation related to activities 
outside the classroom were eliminated, those being (7) Teacher as Life-Long 
Learner and (8) Professional Interaction. This resulted in the following six broad 
categories from Nolan and Hoover to be evaluated, with an additional seventh 
category to accommodate any valued music specific behaviors as described 
above that might be observed: 
1. Deep understanding of content. 
2. Long range and daily planning consistent with standards. 
3. Instructional strategies and effective questioning to engage students 
and promote deep understanding. 
4. Assessment of students, providing feedback; assessment used to plan 
instruction. 
5. Positive classroom environment; well-organized and conducive to 
student learning; management of student behavior. 
6. Attention to a wide variety of student diversity, including cultural 
differences and special-needs students. 
7. Teaching behaviors unique to the subject area. 
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The use of broad categories open to interpretation rather than specifying unique 
teaching behaviors is supported by similar use in other research. Duke (2000) 
noted the difficulties inherent in the search for the specifics of "excellence in 
teaching." Duke stated: 
Given that there are simply too many variables present at any one time to 
address them all adequately- especially the relationships among them-
what information should be included in the assessment and evaluation of 
music performance instruction? The complexity of the interactions 
between teachers and students engaged in music performance instruction 
precludes simple answers to these questions, but their critical nature is 
apparent, because whatever decisions are made concerning the definitions 
of observation will illuminate certain aspects of the process and obscure 
others. (p. 2) 
Madsen et al. (1992) echoed this concern, while at the same time noting the 
difficulties presented to researchers in particular, when taking a broader, less 
specific approach. Their study compared observations by instrumental music 
student teachers and observations by experts. While the student teachers used 
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"very specific observation forms" the experts did not use the same observation 
format, as: 
(A)ny stipulated criteria would have implied a definition of effective 
teaching and, as a result, would have imposed restrictions precluding 
behaviors not presented as criteria. Although this could have enhanced 
reliability among observers, validity might then have been suspect. 
Therefore, the music experts gave an individual, descriptive assessment 
concerning effectiveness, without criteria or categorization except those 
implicit in their own experience. (p. 23) 
Following on the above research in developing observation/ evaluation 
protocols, the categories for the current study were left deliberately broad and 
open to interpretation, to allow the observer to note what they saw as they 
observed. At the same time, sub-categories were provided to ensure that key 
aspects were considered by each observer. Creswell (2008) noted that semi-
closed-ended questions provide opportunities for participants to respond to 
specific categories in answer to a question, but also to utilize their own words if 
they do not find a category that fits their response (p. 399). Therefore, possible 
responses were listed under each of the seven broad categories listed above, 
along with a category for "other," with room for individual comments. These 
comments were then coded and grouped into more specific categories, a method 
described in Gall et al. (2007) as appropriate for Causal-Comparative designs (p. 
314). An option of "Not observed in this lesson" was also available. 
It should be noted that "effective questioning" was deliberately retained 
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in this list, even though it is somewhat controversial in the evaluation of music 
teachers. Taebel (1990a) found in an investigation of general teacher 
competencies that there was a heavy emphasis on the use of verbal questioning 
strategies. Taebel noted that in a musical classroom, questions may be answered 
through performance, and that while some observers might record it as "effective 
questioning," others would not. Contemporary philosophies of music education 
incorporating constructivist and pra:xial approaches advocate a questioning-rich 
environment in which students are encouraged to be engaged in critical thinking 
in the rehearsal setting. Snow and Apfelstadt (2002) advocated questioning and 
musical problem solving in rehearsal, resulting in both verbal and non-verbal 
responses from the students. Graulty (2010) described a problem solving 
approach in rehearsal advocated by prominent conductors that utilizes 
questioning (with verbal responses) to encourage critical thinking and listening. 
Yet, in traditional music ensemble settings, questioning with verbal responses is 
not the norm. Historically, music has been taught in a very traditional manner 
with emphasis on sequential patterns in instruction. This sequence consists of 
"(1) teacher presentation of a task, (2) student response, and (3) related and 
specific teacher reinforcement" (Yarbrough & Madsen, 1998, p. 470). To 
administrators, who may be looking for more constructivist approaches, or who 
may have other progressive teaching models in mind, this traditional approach 
might not be satisfactory. While a comparison of these varying approaches is 
outside the scope of this research, it is important to note this controversy when 
interpreting the results. The item regarding the use of questioning was left 
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deliberately vague to encourage varied responses from music and non-music 
participants who might or might not consider musical responses to a verbal or 
musical question that is posed. 
The final Teacher Observation Rubric (TOR) (found in Appendix D) 
consisted of the seven items as described, with several sample teacher behaviors 
listed for each to give the subject a general idea of the scope of the category. 
Additional options were included for "Not observed in this lesson" and "Other," 
which allowed for open-ended commentary. Participants were asked, "In what 
ways does the teacher ... " to encourage them to reflect on teacher behaviors they 
might have observed in the video. Participants were able to check off as many 
behaviors as they wished, or to write their own in the open-ended option. The 
question was then re-worded as a declarative statement i.e. "The teacher 
demonstrates deep understanding of content" to which they indicated their 
agreement on a seven point Likert-type scale, ranging from "disagree" to 
"agree." A seven-point scale was selected based on its use in other similar 
research (Henninger, 2002). Each of the seven major questions of the TOR was 
placed on a separate page to encourage the participants to focus on one item at a 
time. A response to the rank was required in order to move to the next item. 
Figure 1 shows a screen shot of Question 1 on the TOR. 
Figure 1 
Screen shot of Question 1 on the Teacher Observation Rubric (TOR) 
1. Content knowledge: 
In what ways does the teacher demonstrate that he has a deep understendlng of the content of the class? 
I Understands the central concepts of the discipline 
r- Represents content accurately fOf students 
I Unks content with sludert experiences 
I Not observed in lhls lesson 
I Other (please spec~y) 
*Please rank the teacher. 
The teacher demonstrates deep 
understanding of content. 
disagree 1 
Detailed Description of the Teacher Video 
5 
The digital video-recording used for the research was developed in 
7ag<ee 
cooperation with a public high school instrumental music teacher, using his 
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wind ensemble rehearsal as the model. This teacher was selected because he has 
an impressive track record as an instrumental director. His marching bands 
consistently scored among the top five bands in Group IV competition at the 
Atlantic Coast Conference of Tournament of Bands. The wind ensemble has 
performed for the Pennsylvania Music Educators' Conference several times, and 
the jazz band has performed for a national (then) MENC conference. His twenty 
years of teaching experience and positive reputation provided a strong rationale 
for his selection as a model. Permission to video-record was obtained from the 
district Superintendent prior to recording. The choice of an instrumental teacher 
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over a choral teacher was intentional, to minimize potential bias on my part due 
to my extensive background in choral music. 
A one-hour in-school rehearsal was video-recorded in June 2011. As this 
was following the spring concert, the atmosphere was somewhat more relaxed in 
tone than is often the case in a rehearsal just prior to a concert, but the students 
were still clearly focused. The rehearsal began with a warm up that included a 
progression from long tones and work on intonation to more complex technical 
exercises. The musical selection being rehearsed was not new, resulting in a focus 
on detail and accuracy. The teacher remained at the front of the ensemble, 
occasionally stepping to the side to allow the students to play and think on their 
own. He did not use any additional instructional materials such as the 
blackboard or handouts. The primary mode of instruction was his direction and 
the students performing. 
The video was edited to approximately 14 minutes. Previous studies in 
music teacher effectiveness have utilized videotaped segments varying from 11 
or 12 minutes (Bergee, 1992; Duke, 1991; Prickett & Duke, 1992), to 25- 30 
minutes (Madsen & Cassidy, 2005; Schmidt, 1992). Others have used excerpts 
and segments of several lessons compiled into a 25 - 45 minute total length video 
(Henninger, 2002; Madsen, 2003). From a practical point of view, I intended to 
securely post the video on YouTube and link it to the TOR. Since, at the time of 
data collection, YouTube had a 15-minute limit for uploads, this also affected the 
length. In an effort to make participation in the research more appealing and 
time friendly to potential participants and in order to use YouTube as the mode 
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of delivery, I decided on the shorter time of 14 minutes, with careful editing to 
assure inclusion of a variety of teacher behaviors. I used iMovie version 9.0.4 on 
my MacBook Pro to edit the video. 
Final editing included three approximately equal teaching segments: (a) 
tuning, (b) a technical exercise, and (c) rehearsal of a musical work. Henninger 
(2002) used a similar procedure in developing the video stimulus recording for a 
study on music teacher observation. Henninger identified segments (rehearsal 
"frames") of a video-recorded rehearsal that had clear and specific performance 
goals and showed specific teacher behaviors, which were then edited to create 
the video recording for the study. In developing the video for my research, 
segments were selected to mirror the typical progression of an ensemble 
rehearsal, with each segment having specific goals. They also provided a variety 
of opportunities to show the different instructional techniques a teacher might 
use in each segment. 
The camera was positioned to focus on the teacher, viewing the students 
from behind to assure anony'mity for the students. Duke and Prickett (1987) 
found that the position of the camera affected the results of observations by non-
music education majors. By not being able to view both the teacher and the 
students simultaneously, it was difficult for the observers to evaluate the inter-
relatedness of the teachers' instructions and the students' responses. In another 
study, Duke (1987) utilized two cameras, one on the students and one on the 
teacher, which were then synchronized into a split screen video for the observers. 
Madsen & Cassidy (2005), however, found that watching a videotape of the 
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teacher, as opposed to watching a videotape of the students, did not affect the 
evaluations by observers with varying levels of experience in teaching. To obtain 
permission from the school district to video-record the rehearsal, student 
anonymity was required. Since there was disagreement in the research on the 
effect of camera position, and anonymity was required, the camera was 
positioned behind the students, to capture some of the student behaviors and 
responses, with the focus on the teacher, to capture the teacher behaviors and 
instruction simultaneously. The teacher who was the subject of the video had the 
opportunity to review and approve the video prior to the beginning of the 
research. 
Additionally, the video was reviewed for content validity by a panel of 
experts with various backgrounds relative to the research as part of the review of 
the entire TOEI. These individuals included a professor of education teaching 
graduate level Educational Administration at a liberal arts college, a retired 
superintendent, two superintendents who were formerly music teachers, a music 
professor at a liberal arts college with a Doctorate in Education, and a former 
music supervisor. Their comments were used to verify the quality and 
appropriateness of the videotape and evaluation tool. 
Detailed Description of the Attitudinal and Demographic Survey 
For purposes of this research, "attitudes" addressed three distinct items: 
(a) the degree to which specific music teacher characteristics were considered to 
be important by the observer I evaluator; (b) differences in approach by the 
evaluator when observing a music teacher compared to observations of a general 
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classroom; and (c) the confidence level of the observer when evaluating a music 
teacher. 
Eight music teacher characteristics were identified in the research to 
develop the Teacher Observation Rubric (TOR) that were not included in the 
final rubric, as the TOR was a combination of in-common generalist and music 
teacher characteristics. The first four items were taken from previous research by 
Hirokawa (2008) but were also generalizations of characteristics described in 
Doerksen (2006) and Bergee (1992). The remaining four items were identified in 
the aforementioned research in music teacher characteristics. Participants were 
asked to rank on a five point scale the extent to which they considered these 
specific music teacher characteristics when conducting their observations, and 
clarify their responses in an open-ended option: 
1. Outstanding performance and musicianship skills. 
2. Knowledge of music theory and history. 
3. Specialized knowledge needed for choral, instrumental, or general 
mUSlC 
4. Ability to accurately assess musical behavior of the students 
5. Enthusiasm 
6. Intensity, energy, or magnitude in front of the classroom 
7. Eye contact 
8. Ability to motivate 
The options were: 
1. I do not consider this. 
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2. I consider this to a small degree. 
3. 1 often consider this. 
4. I usually consider this. 
5. I always consider this. 
The next question was intended to determine the degree to which 
participants considered the observation of music teachers differently than 
generalist teachers. Participants were asked to select one of the following 
responses, and were given the option to clarify their answer in an open-ended 
response: 
1. Yes, I consider their teaching with completely different criteria 
2. Yes, in some aspects 
3. No, I try to observe and evaluate all teachers in the same way. 
4. No, I never thought about it. 
A final question asked about their confidence level in the evaluation music 
teachers in an ensemble setting. Participants were asked to select one of the 
following responses, and again were given an option to clarify their answer in an 
open-ended response: 
1. Not very confident 
2. Somewhat confident 
3. Moderately confident 
4. Very confident 
5. Extremely confident 
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Additionally, demographic information on the participants describing 
their school district, individual school, music program, age, gender, supervisory 
experience, and supervisory degree was solicited for future comparisons. The 
complete attitudinal and demographic survey can be found in Appendix E as 
part of the TOEI. 
The Complete Teacher Observation/Evaluation Instrument 
Sheehan (2001) cites considerable research supporting the advantages and 
extensive use of web-based surveys in research. The use of an online format 
enabled me to distribute it inexpensively, broadly, and quickly across the state. 
SurveyMonkey was selected to deliver the TOEI due to its user-friendly 
interface, versatility in the survey design, and availability. With a ten-year 
history and clients ranging from small businesses to the Harvard Graduate 
School of Education (SurveyMonkey Blog, 2012), it has established itself as a 
prominent and secure provider of web-based surveys. Additionally, the website 
provided options for exporting the data directly into an Excel spreadsheet or 
SPSS software for the data analysis, eliminating potential errors in manual record 
keeping and aiding the transferring of data for statistical analysis. 
The complete TOEI consisting of the TOR, the teacher video, and the 
attitudinal/ demographic survey was posted on Survey Monkey, with specific 
directions for completion. Participants were given an opportunity to read and 
reflect on the TOR prior to watching and evaluating the video. They were also 
able to print the TOR for reference. The TOEI was designed to be easily 
navigable, visually appealing, and uncluttered. TOR questions had response 
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buttons on a seven-point Likert scale and open-ended options. Attitudinal 
survey questions had response buttons on a five-point scale to rank the response. 
Demographic survey questions had response button selections or drop down 
menus to ensure consistency of the data. Almost every page had an open-ended 
option for participants to clarify their response. A final page for open-ended 
response allowed participants to make general comments about the research or 
music teacher evaluation. The complete TOEI can be found in Appendix E. 
The edited video was posted securely on YouTube with an unlisted 
address, meaning only those with the specific web address would have access to 
the video. The video was imbedded into the survey, linking directly from 
SurveyMonkey. When the link was clicked, the video appeared in a new screen. 
Participants were able to either print the TOR or click back one page to it, in 
order to refer to the rubric as they were watching the video in the new screen. I 
accessed the site and checked the links on several different days to assure 
consistency and stability, and had a panel of experts (described above) in 
different locations do the same. The tools and process for data collection were 
found to be easily accessible and consistent in appearance and format. 
CHAPTER IV: METHODOLOGY II- CONDUCTING THE STUDY 
Introduction 
58 
Purpose of the research. The purpose of this research was to examine the 
differences in the evaluations of music teachers when conducted by individuals 
with varying backgrounds in music and observation techniques. Specifically, the 
research compared the evaluations of music teachers in a rehearsal setting 
conducted by (a) school administrators with training in observation but little or 
no musical training (ADM- non musical administrators), (b) school 
administrators with training in observation and with significant musical 
background (ADM/ Mus- musical school administrators), and (c) music 
department leaders or music teachers with significant musical background but 
no training in observation (MUS- Music Department Leadership.) Additionally, 
the research examined the effect of training in the observation of music teachers 
on the observation skills, perceptions, and attitudes of non-musically trained 
administrators. While Chapter III described the development of the TOEI, this 
chapter describes how the study was actually conducted. 
Research questions. This research sought to address the following 
questions: 
1. To what extent do evaluation scores and attitudes differ based on 
observer background in evaluation techniques and/ or in music? 
2. To what extent does training in the evaluation of music teachers 
affect the attitude toward music teacher evaluation and/ or the 
actual evaluation completed by an observer with little or no 
musical background? 
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Overview of the design. This research was carried out in two parts. Part I 
addressed the first research question to determine any differences in the 
evaluation scores and specific attitudes of individuals with various levels of 
observation and musical training in relation to the observation of music teachers 
leading ensembles. Part II addressed the second research question, determining 
if training in the evaluation of music teachers affected specific attitudes toward 
music teacher evaluation and/ or the actual evaluation completed by an observer 
with little or no musical background. 
Research Design. In Part I, to ascertain differences in the evaluation of 
music instruction by administrators and music department leadership with 
varied training in evaluation and in music, participants were solicited from 
across the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. Those contacted were asked to 
forward the information to other administrators or music department leadership 
in their district, inviting them to complete the same evaluation and 
questionnaire. Those who elected to participate worked through the Teacher 
Observation/Evaluation Instrument (TOEI). In it, they viewed a sample 14-
minute music performance class video I created for this research. They were 
asked to evaluate the teacher using the Teacher Observation Rubric (TOR), which 
I adapted from Nolan and Hoover's Evaluation Standards (2008), and also 
complete a brief demographic and attitudinal questionnaire. This questionnaire 
was based on similar research conducted by Hirokawa (2008). The results of the 
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evaluations and questionnaires were statistically analyzed using a series of one-
way ANOVAs to determine differences in the evaluation scores and attitudinal 
questions completed by observers with varying levels of training in observation 
and/ or music. 
Gay, Mills, and Airasian (2009) describe causal-comparative research as 
"starting with an effect . . . and seeking possible causes (p. 218). Gall, Gall, and 
Borg (2007) define causal-comparative research as a "type of non-experimental 
investigation in which researchers seek to identify cause-and-effect relationships 
by forming groups of individuals in whom the independent variable is present 
or absent - or present at several levels - and then determining whether the 
groups differ on the dependent variable" (p. 306). In this research, the 
independent variable was the level of musical and observational background of 
the observer. The dependent variables were the evaluation scores from 
evaluating the recorded lesson as well as the scores on the attitudinal questions. 
Using this definition, the first part of this research was causal-comparative in 
design. 
As the results of causal-comparative studies need to be interpreted with 
caution, the question remained as to the importance of the factors revealed in the 
first part of the research. Gallet al. (2007) noted that "the most powerful method 
for demonstrating the causal nature of causal-comparative findings is to do 
subsequent experiments in which the presumed cause or causes of the outcomes 
being studied is manipulated" (p. 328). To test the second question (which 
supported the potential causal nature of the research), a One Group Pretest-
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Postest design was selected. In Part II of this research, administrators in four 
suburban Pennsylvania school districts with supervisory responsibilities who 
were identified as not having a musical background were solicited to participate 
in training in the evaluation of music teachers. They were first asked to complete 
the same TOEI utilized in Part I of the research (watching the 14 minute video, 
evaluating the teacher in the video using the TOR, and completing the 
demographic and attitudinal questionnaire). Utilizing identified differences 
found between observations by the various groups in the first part of this 
research as a basis, I devised and presented training that was intended to 
increase awareness of instructional techniques unique to the music ensemble 
classroom that were notably overlooked by the Non-Musical Administrators. 
Following the 75 minute training, the administrators were asked to observe one 
of their music teachers leading an ensemble, as a way to practice the skills 
learned in the training session. They were then asked to complete the TOEI a 
second time as a post-training evaluation, to determine if any changes occurred 
in their evaluations of a 14-minute video of a sample ensemble class. A paired 
samples t test was used to analyze any statistical changes in their evaluation 
scores pre- and post-training. In addition, changes in attitudes towards the 
evaluation of music teachers were investigated with a questionnaire. A paired 
samples t test was used to analyze any changes in their attitudes that might be 
the result of the specialized training. Open-ended questions provided additional 
support in the analysis. 
Gallet al. (2007) define One-Group Pretest-Posttest Design as having three 
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steps: "(1) administration of a pretest measuring the dependent variable; (2) 
implementation of the experimental treatment (independent variable) for 
subjects; and (3) administration of a posttest that measures the dependent 
variable again" (p. 402). The pretest and posttest scores are then compared to 
determine the effects of the treatment. Using this definition, the second part of 
this research is a one-group pretest posttest design. For clarity, each portion of 
the research will be addressed separately and sequentially, as the second part of 
the research was based on the results of the first. 
Part I 
Participants Part I. 
Sampling procedures. Part I of the research utilized participants who are 
administrators or music department leaders. Administrators were defined as any 
individual in an administrative position in a school district at the building or 
district level. As many school districts do not have a designated music 
department supervisor, music department leadership was defined as an 
individual who carries a position of leadership within the music department of 
the school district that may or may not include supervisory responsibilities (such 
as the observation of teachers in their department), and whose title may be music 
supervisor, music coordinator, music department chair, or some other title. High 
school ensemble directors were also included if there was no specifically titled 
chair or supervisor, as these individuals frequently provide leadership to a 
school music department in districts where there is no specifically designated 
and titled individual. This was evidenced through examination of those in 
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leadership positions in the Pennsylvania Music Educators Association statewide, 
of whom almost 50% worked at the high school level. 
As each state is governed by its own Board of Education that dictates the 
standards and procedures for teacher evaluation within the state, the research 
was limited to one state. Pennsylvania was selected as a convenient location 
because it is my state of residence. In the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 500 
school districts were found on the Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE) 
website. In order to obtain a sufficient sample and have a broad ranging 
representation of participants, my goal was to contact all districts in 
Pennsylvania via email, inviting participation of their administrators and music 
department leadership. When contacted via email, PDE reported that while they 
maintain a list of the district website addresses and names of senior 
administrative staff in each district, they do not maintain a singular up-to-date 
listing of all Pennsylvania school district administrator emails, as administrators 
change positions frequently, and they are unable to keep it updated accurately. 
As a result, each district website needed to be researched to identify 
administrators. Broken links due to website changes that had not been updated 
with PDE or limited access of district websites due to password protection or 
firewalls prevented contact with 70 school districts. In the remaining 430 
districts, I identified district administrators (Superintendents, Assistant 
Superintendents, Curriculum Coordinators, etc.), building administrators 
(Principals and Assistant Principals), and music department leadership (Music 
Supervisors, Music Department Chairs, Music Lead Teachers, high school 
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ensemble direCtors, etc.) Between mid-July 2011 and the end of September 2011, 
an invitation to participate (Appendix C) was sent directly to these individuals or 
to the district general email address (N = 3419), if email access to individuals was 
restricted. The invitation included a request to forward the email to others who 
might be appropriate participants and who might be interested in the research, a 
technique identified as II snowball" or II chain sampling" (Creswell, 2008; Gall et 
al., 2007). In addition, the invitation was sent to PMEA (Pennsylvania Music 
Educators Association) and ACDA-PA (American Choral Director's Association, 
Pennsylvania Chapter) lead~rship to increase awareness of the research. A 
request was made to the Pennsylvania School Boards Association and . 
Pennsylvania Elementary and Secondary School Principals Association to post a 
call for participants on the research page of their websites. Finally, an 
announcement was posted on ChoralNet.org, inviting participation. 
A follow-up email was sent two weeks after the initial email, with a 
second reminder email sent one week following. Sheehan (2001) found that two 
thirds of the studies analyzed used at least one follow-up notice, and that this 
seemed to influence the response rate positively. In all cases, addresses were 
placed in the BCC (blind carbon copy) field of the email to ensure privacy of the 
recipients. Emails were sent out in groups of 20- 40 addresses at a time to reduce 
the risk of being detected as SP AM. Any requests to be removed from the list 
were completed immediately. 
Special consideration was given to the timing of the email. July-
September was considered an optimal. time, as budgets would have been 
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completed by the end of June and there would be somewhat of a lull in activity 
for most administrators with school not in session. The desirability of this time 
was verified through informal conversations with current and former school 
administrators. 
Care was taken to create a subject line for the email that would be 
engaging for an administrator looking through the many emails they receive 
daily. Two of. the superintendents of the districts utilized in Part II of the research 
were asked their opinion to determine which of four possible email subject lines 
would most catch their eye. The one upon which they both agreed, "Evaluating 
Teachers of Non-Tested Subjects," was utilized for the initial email as well as the 
follow up emails. 
Criteria for selection. The criteria for selection for this part of the research 
were as follows: (a) the participant must be either a Pennsylvania school 
administrator with supervisory responsibilities that include the observation of 
music teachers, or (b) an individual who carries a position of leadership within 
the music department of the school district that may or may not include 
supervisory responsibilities (such as the observation of teachers in their 
department), and whose title may be music supervisor, music coordinator, music 
department chair, or some other title. High school ensemble directors were also 
included in this category. Causal-comparative design requires careful control 
procedures to ensure that the groups contain comparable populations in order to 
minimize variables that may affect the study (Gay et al., 2009). Due to the 
comparatively low response, all those who agreed to participate were included in 
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the analysis for purposes of this research; however, data were collected as part of 
the survey to tease apart any potential differences due to geographic location, 
socio-economic status of the school districts and communities they serve, or 
individual differences such as gender, age, observation experience or 
administrative experience as needed. No attempt was made to create a stratified 
sample based on percentages of population according to the listed characteristics. 
Participants from the school districts utilized in Part II of the research as well as 
the school district of the music educator who was utilized for the video-recorded 
sample lesson used in the survey were excluded from this part of the research. 
Sample size. Researchers agree that most studies require a minimum of 30 
participants in each group in order to have any generalizability to the larger 
population (Creswell, 2008; Gall et al., 2007; Gay et al., 2009). Gall et al. (2007) 
suggest a minimum of 15 participants in each group to be compared for causal-
comparative research. To meet the criteria suggested for broader generalizability, 
a minimum of 30 participants in each of the three categories for Part I of the 
research (ADM- administrators with no musical training, ADM/ Mus-
administrators with musical training, and MUS - music department leadership 
with no evaluation training) was sought for this research. It was anticipated, and 
there were no responses from administrators with no musical training and no 
evaluation training. However, there were four individuals in music leadership 
positions who also had training in observation through their participation in 
programs in supervision and instruction (supervisory certificates, Ph.D. in 
Educational Leadership, Ed.D. in progress, Elementary Principal certificate.) 
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Although 193 individuals opened the TOEI, only 69 actually responded to the 
questions, completing the TOR and survey. Careful analysis of each respondent 
prior to categorizing them into groups eliminated six respondents for the 
following reasons: one was from outside the state of Pennsylvania; one was 
clearly random in the responses; one did not answer the question on musical 
background and would not have been able to be grouped; one was from the 
district of the music educator in the sample video, creating a potential bias; one 
did not answer the question on their title and would not be able to be grouped; 
and one completed the survey in less time than the length of the video, 
suggesting that the video was not watched. This resulted in a total of N = 63 
participants. 
The low return rate compared to the number of emails sent out (6%) is 
acknowledged. In a review of 31 studies on email response rates, Sheehan (2001) 
found that (a) "response rates to email surveys have significantly decreased since 
1986"; (b) the increased number of requests for participation in online research 
may have contributed to a loss in the "novelty" of participating; (c) increased 
email traffic is causing people to discard emails from senders who are 
unrecognizable; (d) firewalls are preventing unrecognized email addresses and 
therefore unwanted email from getting through. These findings were confirmed 
by one of the superintendents involved in Part II of the research, who 
commented on general research request fatigue on the part of administrators. 
This individual specifically mentioned the tremendous number of requests for 
research participation he received on a regular basis, and the fact that he was 
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very selective about his decision to participate in any research request. Sheehan 
(2001) predicted that "it seems likely that response rates to e-mail surveys will 
continue to decrease." It is possible that these factors all affected the return rate. 
The low return rate should be kept in mind when interpreting the results of this 
study, as those participating may have been more motivated to do so based on 
personal interest in the topic, potentially affecting the generalizability of their 
responses; A higher return rate may have been accomplished if the length of time 
required to complete the study had been shorter; however, doing so would 
compromise the depth of the study. 
Group assignment procedures and definitions. All participants self-
identified their musical background on the survey as either "Substantial" or 
"Limited/None" using the following criteria to make their selection. A selection 
of "Substantial" indicated that the individual may be involved in music 
performance as an adult, have had extensive musical training through high 
school and college via participation in performing ensembles or private 
instruction, or have a college degree in music. A selection of "Limited/None" 
indicated that the individual has not been involved in music as a performer as an 
adult, did not participate in musical ensembles or private music instruction as a 
college student, and whose participation in musical ensembles or private music 
lessons was limited to high school or younger, or nonexistent. Administrators 
were grouped as either non-musically trained (ADM) if they selected 
"Limited/None," or musically trained (ADM/ Mus) if they selected 
"Substantial." Music department leaders (MUS) included individuals who carry 
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a position of leadership within the music department of the school district that 
may or may not include supervisory responsibilities (such as the observation of 
teachers in their department), and whose title was music supervisor, music 
coordinator, music department chair, high school ensemble director, music 
teacher, or some other title. Individuals who were in music department 
leadership roles and had graduate training in supervision (a supervisory 
certificate or a graduate degree in administration} were grouped separately 
(MUS/ Adm). Because they shared characteristics with the Administrators with 
musical training (ADM/Mus) but differed in the amount of experience they had 
in observation and responsibility for observation as it was not part of their 
normal duties, they were grouped with ADM/ Mus for much of the analysis (see 
Figure 2). Coding them separately enabled these two groups to be examined 
individually or regrouped as needed. Each participants' responses were checked 
to ensure consistency in their self-selection of "Title" and "Musical Background," 
with coding adjusted accordingly if needed. For example, those who selected 
"Other" for their Title were categorized according to their open-ended 
description or other responses on the survey. 
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Figure 2 
Group Assignments for Part I 
MUS/Adm 
Observation N=4 Musical 
Training Training 
ADM ADM!Mus MUS 
N=23 N= 15 N= 21 
N=63 
Summary of plan for ethical treatment of human participants. Consent to 
Participate for this part of the research was indicated on the initial page of TOEI. 
Participants clicked a "yes" button to indicate their consent and continue with 
the survey. Participants who clicked "no" were guided to a "thank you" screen 
and prevented from further viewing of the survey. Boston University IRB 
approval for a minimal risk study under the exempt category was obtained prior 
to beginning the research. All responses were confidential and viewed only by 
the author. Participation was completely voluntary. All necessary steps were 
taken to protect the confidentiality and privacy of all participants involved in this 
research. Established guidelines for the protection of human participants were 
strictly followed. 
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Data Collection Part I. 
Instrument reliability. The TOEI provided specific directions to 
participants prior to participation in the research to ensure that each 
administration of the test was consistent. Specific directions on the surroundings, 
timing, and procedures for completing the evaluation were also included 
(Appendix E). While I had no control over the choices made by participants as to 
the conditions under which they completed the research, every effort was made 
to make clear the importance of consistency in this regard in the directions. Care 
was taken to avoid language that would draw the attention of the participants to 
any particular teacher behavior in the sample video-recorded lesson, and 
therefore influence the evaluation. Participant recruitment avoided soliciting 
participants in districts in which the teacher in the video might be recognized 
and also in the teacher's own school district to avoid possibility of bias. 
Instrument validity. To establish instrument validity, a panel of experts 
with various backgrounds relative to the research reviewed the TOEI. These 
individuals included a professor of education teaching graduate level 
Educational Administration at a liberal arts college, a retired superintendent, two 
superintendents who were formerly music teachers, a music professor at a liberal 
arts college with a Doctorate in Education, and a former music supervisor. Their 
comments were used to verify the clarity of the directions, make adjustments as 
needed, confirm the ability of musically trained observers to comment on specific 
musical traits observed, assure the ease of use by a non-musically trained 
administrator, ensure the stability and reliability of the online links, and verify 
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the quality and appropriateness of the videotape and evaluation tool. 
Research procedures. From July to September, emails were sent to 
administrators and music leadership of each school district in the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania whose email address could be verified, inviting 
participation in the research. The invitation to participate included a link to the 
research on Survey Monkey. The TOEI on SurveyMonkey included detailed 
instructions for completing the study, the Teacher Observation Rubric (TOR), an 
embedded link to the unlisted teacher video on YouTube, and the 
attitudinal/ demographic survey. Prior to beginning, the participant was 
permitted to print out the TOR so that they could make notes while viewing the 
recording, if so desired. When the participant clicked on the imbedded link, the 
recording appeared in a new screen so that the participant could view the 
recording next to the evaluation rubric. 
The video was to be viewed uninterrupted, one time only, to better 
replicate a live observation. The participant was permitted to make notes while 
watching, either on paper or directly online on the TOR. Afterwards, they were 
to enter their responses on the TOR on SurveyMonkey and complete the 
attitudinal/ demographic information. Figure 3 shows a flow chart of the 
procedures in the TOEI. 
Figure 3 
Flow chart of procedures in the Teacher Observation/Evaluation Instrument (TOE!) 
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Procedures for data preparation. Data was imported to SPSS software 
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from Survey Monkey using an Advanced Spreadsheet format using numbers for 
the answers, with the responses filtered to include only the 69 complete 
responses of the 193 total. [The reader is reminded that although 193 individuals 
opened the TOEI, only 69 actually responded to the questions, completing the 
TOR and survey.] Careful examination of the 69 responses resulted in 
elimination of six as described above in Sample Size, resulting inN= 63. 
For the question regarding "Title within the School District," an open-
ended response ("Other") allowed participants to respond if they were not sure 
which category in which to place themselves. This required some decisions to be 
made as to their designation to maintain consistency within the groups. The 
groups were ADM (Administrators without musical background), ADM/ Mus 
(Administrators with musical background), and MUS (Music Department 
Leadership.) As there were a number of participants who described themselves 
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as "Music Teachers," Other became a default category to group these 
individuals. For three participants who described themselves as "teacher" only, 
careful examination of their open-ended responses on other questions and self-
descriptions of musical background indicated that these participants would best 
be grouped with the music teachers in Other. Three participants were changed 
from Other to "District Wide Position" due to their responsibilities district wide 
as described in their response. Three participants had spent the majority of their 
teaching career in music department leadership positions, but were not currently 
in that position, with two of the three recently retired. These three were recoded 
as "Music Department Leadership." One participant was recoded from "Fine 
Arts Chair" to District Wide Position due to their description of their broad 
ranging responsibilities district wide and the fact that they were no longer in the 
classroom. Four participants were in music department leadership positions, but 
possessed supervisory training in the form of a Supervisory Certificate or Ph.D. 
in Educational Leadership. These were coded as Music Leadership with 
Administrative Training (MUS/ Adm). 
Intra-rater reliability of coding of open-ended comments. I coded any 
open-ended comments in the Other category on the TOR questions. To assure 
intra-rater reliability, I randomly chose two categories of the TOR to code a 
second time, one from a more content related area, "Content Knowledge," and 
one from a more generic area," Assessment." Out of the 140 total open-ended 
responses, this resulted in 39 responses to recode (28% ). There was 96% 
agreement between the two codings. 
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Analysis procedures. Coding of the groups (ADM, ADMIMus, 
MUS I Adm, MUS) enabled multiple analyses of the data for comparison. For the 
primary analysis, Administrators with musical training (ADMIMus) were 
grouped with Music Leadership with supervisory training (MUS I Adm) due to 
their shared characteristics of supervisory training and musical background. For 
another comparison, all participants with musical training (ADMIMus, 
MUS I Adm, MUS) were grouped for comparison with participants without 
musical training (ADM). 
Group mean and standard deviation were computed for each of the seven 
categories of th_e Teacher Observation Rubric, as well as sub-scores for each 
question for each of the three groups. Gallet al. (2007) describe Analysis of 
Variance (ANOVA) as a "statistical procedure that compares the amount of 
between-groups variance in individuals' scores with the amount of within-
groups variance" (p. 318). Gay et al. (2009) note that ANOV A is suggested for 
causal-comparative design "to test for significant differences among the scores 
for three or more groups" (p. 223). According to Fausset, Rogers, and Fisk (2009), 
multiple ANOVAs are appropriate for exploratory research such as this study. 
They state that "if you want to investigate the effects of independent variables 
across several dependent variables but are not interested in the interrelationships 
of the dependent variables themselves, then you would conduct multiple tests of 
ANOV A and make statistical corrections to account for the multiple tests" 
(Fausset, Rogers, & Fisk, 2009, p. 32). Huberty & Morris (1989) also argue that 
multiple univariate analyses (as opposed to MANOV A) are an appropriate 
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choice for exploratory research, particularly when "new treatment and outcome 
variables are being studied, and the effects of the former on the latter are being 
investigated so as to reach some tentative, non-confirmatory conclusions" (p. 
303). They note "status studies" as an example. While it is possible that there 
could be effects between the questions, the focus of this study was more 
descriptive in nature, attempting to identify where individual differences in the 
scores might be found (the "status"), rather than linear effects between variables. 
Additionally, sample size is critical in selecting the appropriate statistical test for 
analysis. In the case of MANOV A, Meyers, Gamst, & Guarino (2006) state that 
"some authors argue for at least 20 cases per cell to achieve minimal levels of 
power" (p. 375). VanVoorhis and Morgan (2001) suggest a minimum of 30 
participants per cell to achieve adequate power (80% ). Therefore, due to the 
exploratory nature of this research and the low sample sizes for the three groups 
(23, 19, and 21), MANOVA was eliminated as a test choice. 
In this research, the purpose was to identify any differences in test scores 
between groups of participants with varied musical and observational training. 
Each question on the TOR was considered separately. Using a series of 
ANOV As, comparisons were made between the TOR scores of administrators 
with no musical training (ADM), administrators with musical training 
(ADM/ Mus) together with music leadership with supervisory training 
(MUS I Adm), and music department leadership (MUS). 
Using the same statistical analyses, the categories of "Confidence in 
Observing Music Teachers Leading an Ensemble" and the subcategories of 
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"Degree to Which Music Characteristics are Considered" were statistically 
compared. "Confidence in Observing Music Teachers Leading an Ensemble" 
asked the participant to rank, on a five point scale the degree to which they felt 
confident in evaluating a teacher leading a musical ensemble. "Degree to Which 
Music Characteristics are Considered" included eight items that had been 
identified in the research that were considered important by researchers in music 
teacher evaluation, but were not notably included in the generalist teacher 
evaluation models. 
The results of this part of the research informed the training that became 
the core of the second part of this research. 
Description of raters. I was the only individual working with evaluation 
instrument. Statistical analyses were verified by a professor of Psychology at a 
liberal arts college who was familiar with SPSS. 
Research validity. 
Threats to internal validity. It is possible that participants did not follow 
the directions specifically, thereby influencing the results of their evaluation on 
the TOR. While every effort was made to be sure to include a variety of teacher 
behaviors on the video recording, it is possible that the example was not 
sufficiently varied for the participants to adequately evaluate to the best of their 
ability. The sample teacher behaviors listed in each of the seven categories on the 
TOR were by necessity limited in order to make the evaluation manageable in 
terms of time commitment. It is possible that a longer, more varied list of options 
would have influenced the scoring completed by the participants. 
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Threats to external validity. While data was collected as part of the 
survey regarding geographic location, socio-economic background of the school 
districts and communities they serve, and individual differences of the 
participants including gender, age, observation experience or administrative 
experience, no attempt was made in the analysis to create a stratified sample 
based on percentages of population according to the listed characteristics. 
Additionally, those who are interested in music teacher evaluation would have 
been more likely to participate in the research than those who are not interested. 
This fact has the potential to influence the results and should be taken into 
consideration when interpreting them. 
Part II 
Participants Part II. 
Criteria for selection. Participants were selected according to their 
willingness to participate and geographic proximity to my location. All 
participants were required to be administrators in supervisory positions that 
included the observation of music teachers in an ensemble setting. Those who 
participated in Part I of the research were excluded. 
Sampling procedures. Three Superintendents and one Assistant 
Superintendent from four school districts in southeastern Pennsylvania were 
contacted to ascertain their interest in the research. The three superintendents 
were identified as potentially having interest in the research due to their personal 
background as former music educators. The assistant superintendent was 
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identified through his association as an adjunct instructor at a nearby liberal arts 
college, and his known interest in teacher observation. In December 2011, all four 
administrators aided in recruitment for the research. The superintendent of 
District A forwarded to his entire administrative staff an invitation from me to 
participate in the research (N = 25), and provided me the option to follow up 
directly with the staff. Even though this was done, out of the total number only 
one offered to participate. In District B and C, the superintendent in one and the 
assistant superintendent in the other recruited staff to participate, resulting in 
two participants in each district. District D had been designated to be the pilot 
for this part of the research. The superintendent spoke to his entire staff of six, 
who were all interested and volunteered. This resulted in six participants for the 
pilot training (N = 6) and five for the actual research (N = 5). 
The targeted time frame for the research was early January, falling after 
the winter holiday break and prior to increased workload due to budget 
preparation which ramps up as the year goes on. I hoped that the designation of 
this time frame would encourage participation. 
Sample size and group assignment procedures. As this part of the research 
required a substantial amount of time on the part of the participants and 
administrators are very limited with their availability of time, it is not surprising 
that the number of volunteers is low (N = 5). One superintendent shared that he 
discarded numerous requests for studies on a daily basis, and that he was very 
selective about which studies he chose to allow. As there was only one group 
involved in this part of the research, all volunteers who met the criteria described 
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above were included and grouped together. 
Summary of plan for ethical treatment of human participants. All 
participants were emailed the Consent to Participate as a Word document. They 
were asked to print, sign, and bring the form to the training session. As they 
were required to complete the TOEI prior to the training, the first page of the 
TOEI required acknowledgement that the participant had received and read the 
Consent to Participate prior to completing the online evaluation. Additionally, 
copies of the Consent to Participate were available to the participants and were 
signed and collected prior to the training session, in the event that they had not 
brought it with them. Boston University IRB approval for a minimal risk study 
under the exempt category was obtained prior to beginning the research. All 
responses were confidential and viewed only by me. Participation was 
completely voluntary. All necessary steps were taken to protect the 
confidentiality and privacy of all participants involved in this research. 
Established guidelines for the protection of human participants were strictly 
followed. 
Data Collection Part II. 
Experimental design Part II. 
Overview. Part II of this research was a one-group pretest-posttest design 
as described above in the overview of the overall research design. The pretest 
consisted of administration of the TOEI as utilized in Part I of the research, to 
measure the dependent variable (evaluation scores on the TOR.) The 
experimental h·eatment consisted of a 75-minute training session in observation 
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techniques specific to the ensemble rehearsal classroom, and was based on 
findings from Part I of this research as well as previously conducted research. I 
personally delivered the training which utilized a Power Point presentation and 
multimedia, and included lecture, discussion, and practice. The training is 
discussed in detail below. Participants were asked to observe a music teacher 
leading an ensemble, as would be part of their normal observation 
responsibilities, within two weeks of the training as a means of practicing the 
skills learned from the presentation. Participants then completed the TOR a 
second time, as the posttest, to determine the effect of training on their 
observations. A discussion of this potential threat to internal validity is 
addressed below in the section on internal validity. For clarity, each segment is 
described in detail below. Figure 4 shows a flow chart of the procedures for Part 
II of the research. 
Figure 4 
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Pretest. Participants first completed the TOEI as utilized in Part I of the 
research. They were asked to create an identification code for themselves 
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(suggested mother's maiden name initials and year of birth e.g. wch20) to enable 
anonymous comparison of scores pre- and posttest. Additionally, they were 
asked to describe in an open-ended response the philosophy and procedures 
used in their district for teacher observation, and the model upon which it was 
based, if known (e.g. Danielson, Marzano, etc.) 
Intervention content. To develop the training for this part of the research, I 
carefully examined the results of Part I, searching for trends that might suggest 
areas of attention. I paid particular attention to items on which the ADM/MUS 
participants agreed with the ADM participants, and where they agreed with the 
MUS participants. As Part I of the research suggested that the biggest differences 
on the TOR were in Question 1 on Content Knowledge and Question 3 on 
Instructional Strategies and Questioning, these became the core areas for the 
training, although all areas were addressed. The open-ended comments from 
participants provided a particularly rich source for the basis of the training. 
Additional support for inclusion of the following items came from the research 
consulted in preparation for Part I, and are referenced in the descriptions 
following the list below. Primary areas of focus were as follows. The first six 
items correlate directly with the first six questions on the TOR. The last two were 
unique to music as found in the comments and research: 
1. Identifying how content specific knowledge of music is represented in a 
rehearsal setting (e.g. instrument fingerings, attention to intonation, 
attention to tone production, instrument specific suggestions, sense of 
ensemble, Tier II and Tier III vocabulary, breathing, etc.) 
83 
2. Identifying the differences in rehearsal plans vs. traditional lesson 
plans, including the progressive change in focus of the rehearsals over 
time, from initial instruction to polishing for performance. 
3. Identifying music specific instructional strategies such as singing, 
clapping, modeling, listening, counting, and understanding how 
questions and responses in a rehearsal may be verbal, non-verbal, or 
musical. 
4. Understanding the continuous, formative assessment that occurs 
moment to moment in a rehearsal, the importance of error detection as 
assessment, and the nature of the final performance being a summative 
assessment. 
5. Understanding the demands of managing large groups of students with 
instruments, and the importance of the group dynamic in the success 
of the class. 
6. Understanding that diversity could be considered through the unique 
needs of each instrument and individual skills of each musician (often 
quite wide-ranging in large ensembles). 
7. Understanding the importance of teaching musical expression and 
how this can be identified in instruction. 
8. Understanding the importance of non-verbal communication (in 
particular, gesture and facial expression) in the rehearsal setting. 
Item One, addressing Content Knowledge, included a list of items 
frequently found in ensemble rehearsals as indicated in the open ended 
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responses in Part I of the research, supplemented with items from Doerksen 
(2006), and supported by other researchers (Bergee, 1992; Madson & Yarbrough; 
1985; Feldman & Contzius, 2011). Part of this discussion addressed the question 
of how to evaluate Tier II and Tier III vocabulary in a subject area that is outside 
one's area of expertise (something required for other subject areas as well.) 
Item Two, addressing Planning, discussed the differences between a 
rehearsal plan and a traditional lesson plan, repertoire selection as a curricular 
decision, the simultaneous instruction of multiple objectives in a rehearsal, the 
need to address both expressive and technical elements in the rehearsal, and the 
change in the emphasis from initial rehearsals in which music is first being 
learned to rehearsals closer to performance in which music is being refined 
(Doerksen, 2006, Hamann & Gillespie, 2009; Madsen & Yarbrough, 1985; Duke & 
Buckner, 2009; Feldman & Contzius, 2011). It was noted that this last item was 
important to consider in an observation, as the difference in what would be 
occurring and observed in the rehearsal would be considerable depending on 
when the rehearsal took place. In particular, the proportion of non-verbal to 
verbal instruction would be quite different. Pre-observation conferences with the 
teacher to be observed were encouraged as a way to anticipate where the 
rehearsal was taking place in the overall rehearsal process (Doerksen, 2006). 
Attention was also given to the need to plan instruction for the varied cognitive, 
expressive, and physical skills necessary to perform music (Maranzano, 2002; 
Thompson, 2009; Feldman & Contzius, 2011). 
Item Three involved Instructional Strategies, although much of this was 
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discussed in the initial conversation following the opening video example used 
as a jumping off point. Particular attention was paid here to questioning and 
responding in a rehearsal, which might be verbal, non-verbal, or musical (Taebel, 
1990a; Snow & Apfelstadt, 2002). Modeling as an Instructional Strategy was 
noted as a particularly valuable approach (Hamann & Gillespie, 2009; Madsen et 
al. 1992; Yarbrough & Madsen, 1998; Dickey, 1992). 
Item Four on Assessment emphasized the continuous formative 
assessment that occurs in rehearsals, the instantaneous response required of the 
teacher, and the corrective action taken by the teacher either verbally, when the 
teacher stops and corrects, or non-verbally, through a change in the conducting 
(Doerksen, 2006, Duke, 2000). Points of discussion included the multi-tasking 
required of the teacher to simultaneously assess, continue to listen, and plan 
corrective action, moment to moment; the temporal nature of music and the lack 
of concrete, visible evidence to examine and assess; and the ability of the teacher 
to assess quickly and on their feet. The importance of error detection was also 
addressed (Feldman & Contzius, 2011). It was emphasized that while the 
participants might not be able to identify the exact source of the error, they could 
actually hear errors when they occurred, if they listened carefully. A 1'30" aural 
example was played that clearly modeled the difference between accurate and 
inaccurate playing Gack Stamp: Why Music Matters, 2008). 
Item Five focused on Classroom Environment and Management 
addressing the fact that ensemble directors typically work with large groups of 
students at one time, that procedures and routines take on particular significance 
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in an ensemble, and that they are often quite different from the traditional 
classroom (Maranzano, 2002; Doerksen, 2006). The ability to manage noise level 
appropriately, difficulty (but not impossibility) of the use of teacher proximity as 
a management tool (Madsen et al., 1992), and the need for attention to sub-
groups within the ensemble while maintaining engagement with the entire 
ensemble were discussed. These items taken from responses in Part I of the 
research were supplemented with items from Doerksen (2006) and Feldman & 
Contzius (2011). They also included the shared sense of accomplishment, pride, 
and responsibility to the group that are necessary to the success of the ensemble, 
aspects directly related to the classroom environment. Numerous researchers 
supported the inclusion of this aspect of the ensemble rehearsal (Bergee, 1992; 
Madsen & Yarbrough, 1985; Rohwer & Henry, 2004, Teachout, 1997). 
Additionally, the importance of having a good rapport with students was tied 
into this aspect of the classroom environment (Abeles, 1975; Johnson, Darrow, & 
Eason, 2008), as well as the ability to motivate or lead (Bergee, 1992; Doerksen, 
2006; Madsen & Yarbrough, 1985; Rohwer & Henry, 2004; Teachout, 1997). 
Item Six addressed diversity and differentiated instruction; Responses to 
Question Six on Part I of the research provided the primary rationale for a 
unique interpretation of diversity for the ensemble teacher, supported by the 
writing of Feldman & Contzius (2011). They noted that attention to diversity and 
differentiation in an ensemble setting might occur through part assignments 
(more difficult parts assigned to more advanced players), between instrumental 
sections (the needs of the clarinet section being different than the needs of the 
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tuba section), music selection (difficulty level of specific pieces as well as variety 
of difficulty between pieces), or in small group lessons in preparation for the 
large ensemble rehearsal. While this is perhaps a different way of thinking about 
diversity and differentiation in comparison to the traditional classroom, there 
were enough responses to this question to suggest it was an important item to 
include in the presentation. The need to set high expectations for all students, 
regardless of ability (particularly noted in responses in Part I of the research) was 
emphasized in the discussion, as it was emphasized in a number of participant 
responses. 
Item Seven drew connections between language literacy and musical 
literacy in terms of understanding the need for expressiveness communication of 
language or music (Hanson, 2004). This item included a discussion of flow and 
musicality in performance (TED.com, 2008; Thompson, 2009). 
Item Eight addressed the importance of non-verbal communication in 
rehearsal through gesture, body language, and facial expression (Bergee, 1992; 
Hamann & Gillespie, 2009; Madsen, 2003; Madsen et al., 1992; Frederickson, 
1992; Yarbrough, 1975; Taebel, 1980; Johnson et al., 2008). In particular, the use of 
conducting as a form of communication, instruction, and assessment and as a 
way of influencing musicality was discussed (Thompson, 2009; Davidson and 
Correia, 2002; Hamann & Gillespie, 2009; Bergee, 1992; Madsen et al., 1992). The 
subtlety of this particular item was emphasized. Non-verbal communication 
through eye contact was also noted as an important aspect of the rehearsal 
classroom (Yarbrough and Madsen, 1998; Madsen et al., 1992; Doerksen, 2006; 
88 
Hamann & Gillespie, 2009; Madsen, 2003; Frederickson, 1992). 
As Question Seven on the TOR addressed aspects of teacher presence and 
personality that are more easily observed by a non-musician, this was not 
discussed separately, but rather in general in connection with all aspects of the 
instructional process. These included enthusiasm (Bergee, 1992, Doerksen, 2006, 
Hamann & Gillespie, 2009, Teachout, 1997; Yarbrough & Madsen, 1998), 
intensity, magnitude, or energy (Bergee, 1992; Doerksen, 2006; Hamann & 
Gillespie, 2009, Madsen, Standley, Byo & Cassidy, 1992; Yarbrough & Madsen, 
1998; Madsen & Geringer, 1989; Yarbrough, 1975), and pacing (Hendel, 1993; 
Madsen, 2003; Madsen et al., 1992; Duke et al., 1998). 
Intervention delivery. A 75-minute PowerPoint presentation was devised 
that I personally presented to the participants. The presentation consisted of a 
brief introduction, outlining both Part I and Part II of the research and the 
reasons for the research, a significant section on "Content Specific Pedagogy," 
which covered the first six items listed above, and a shorter section called 
"Demystifying the Magic of Music" addressing the last two items above. 
I took a broad approach to the development of the presentation, utilizing 
multiple modalities of teaching, including lecture, discussion, reflection, visuals, 
and audio, and emphasizing moving from the "known" to the "unknown." The 
objective was to guide the participants to understand how valued teaching 
characteristics manifest themselves in an ensemble setting. 
As part of the introduction, two major points were emphasized as a 
preface to the presentation. First, it was made clear that the training was not 
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intended to serve as a substitute for a lifetime of training and experience in 
music, and should not be considered as such. Second, it was emphasized that I 
was assuming that the participants believed philosophically that ensemble 
rehearsals were a place where significant learning occurs, and not simply a place 
for students to have fun, be entertained, or serve the function of simply 
entertaining others. (While these functions may be considered part of what 
occurs in an ensemble, I wanted to ensure consistency of the basic attitude taken 
towards ensembles in the schools.) 
The participants were then asked to write down teaching strategies, 
behaviors or characteristics that they valued in any teacher. Following a brief 
discussion, they were shown a 3'10" excerpt of a video found on YouTube of a 
teacher leading a segment of a wind ensemble rehearsal (Mark Fonder in 
Rehearsal, Part 6, 2011), and asked to identify any of the strategies, behaviors, or 
characteristics they had listed. This led to a discussion of what these strategies, 
behaviors, and characteristics looked like in an ensemble setting, and differences 
in comparison to a traditional classroom. Each of the questions on the TOR were 
then considered separately, with careful attention to how each question might be 
manifest in an ensemble rehearsal. In each case, information was presented, 
discussion took place to ensure understanding, and finally participants were 
asked how the teacher in the video they just watched modeled the behavior or 
characteristic indicated in the question. 
The second part of the presentation, "Demystifying the Magic of Music," 
focused on how to evaluate the teaching of musical expression. Again, the 
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presentation led from the known to the unknown, beginning with a discussion of 
the acquisition of language literacy and expression. The participants were first 
asked if they agreed that one of the goals of English classes was to develop 
expressive writers, readers, and public speakers. This led to a discussion of 
language and literacy acquisition, the sequence in which this typically happens, 
and how expressive reading and speaking is taught. The research of Hanson 
{2004) in the correlation between the acquisition of language literacy and musical 
literacy was introduced as a means of bringing the weight of research to an 
understanding of the sequence of activities and skills taught by the music teacher 
in the acquisition of musical literacy. 
To demonstrate the development of musicality and expressive playing in 
young children, a 2'30" clip from a video of Benjamin Zander speaking at a TED 
Talk was shown (TED.com, 2008). In this video, he models a child playing the 
beginning of the Mozart Sonata in C, K. 545 at various stages of musical 
understanding and expressiveness, beginning very haltingly and ending very 
musically and fluidly. With each playing of the opening phrase in the video, I 
drew connections to the way a beginning reader reads out loud, paralleling the 
progression from halting reading, stopping to sound out words, to reading 
fluidly and expressively with understanding. While language literacy is not 
exactly the same as musical literacy, participants were encouraged to use their 
understanding of language literacy to bring awareness of the development of 
musically expressive performing to their observations. Just as the age at which a 
child begins to learn to read influences their reading level in later years until they 
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catch up, participants were asked to consider a parallel situation when 
evaluating the instruction of music students, noting the age and grade at which 
the students began their instruction, and where they were on the musical 
learning curve of expressive playing. 
Additionally, Thompson, in his book on the psychology of music, noted 
that "two qualities, tempo and loudness, are used in highly consistent ways to 
achieve specific emotional connotations" (2009, p. 194). Participants in the 
current research were encouraged to pay particular attention to how tempo and 
dynamics (both musical aspects that are reasonably easy for most to identify) 
function as they listen in rehearsal observations to assess teaching of musicality. 
Musical expression as conveyed through gesture and facial expression 
also contributes to one's understanding of musical performance. One study by 
Davidson found that non-musically educated individuals actually utilize visual 
information exclusively to discem musical meaning (as cited in Davidson & 
Correia, 2002). Thompson (2009) categorized body movements by performers as 
either primary, "intentionally introduced for aesthetic and interpretive 
purposes ... directly reflect(ing) the performer's interpretation of the music" or 
secondary, resulting from the technical demands of the music, such as exhibiting 
intense concentration on the face (p. 200-1). Thompson (2009) also noted that 
subtle visual cues: 
direct our attention toward the acoustical aspects of music at strategic 
points in time, signaling the timing of important acoustical events and 
highlighting musical structure. They also underscore significant melodic 
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and harmonic events, reinforcing their role in the music and increasing the 
likelihood that they will be remembered. The temporal patterning of 
gestures and expressions reflect musical grouping structure, combining 
with acoustic cues to convey points of closure for small structures 
(phrases) and large structures (sections). Unexpected musical events are 
often signaled acoustically by changes in loudness and timing, but they 
are also associated with facial expressions and gestures that underpin 
their aesthetic function. Even key structure is reflected in facial 
expressions, which often differ for tonally stable and unstable events. 
(p. 202) 
By drawing attention to the body movement and facial expression of the 
ensemble director, the non-musician administrator may gain additional 
information about the non-verbal communication that takes place in an ensemble 
rehearsal as well as the musical expressiveness of the performance. This research 
was shared with the participants, and was followed by a 1' video clip of Leonard 
Bernstein conducting the Berlin Philharmonic performing Haydn's Symphony 
No. 88, Fourth Movement, using only his face (TED.com, 2009). In this clip, 
Bernstein stands with his arms crossed and the camera is focused exclusively on 
his face. Every nuance in the music is reflected in his continually changing 
expression. A discussion of the usefulness of understanding the importance of 
this non-verbal communication followed, noting that visual cues will help both 
the students and the observer to better understand the music. This also tied back 
to the earlier discussion on planning, and the fact that as rehearsals get closer to 
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performance, more of the instruction and communication in the rehearsal 
becomes non-verbal, through the conducting gesture and facial expression of the 
ensemble teacher. 
A final point was made as to the importance of the group effort in the 
ensemble, an aspect unique to the ensemble classroom. A quote from one of the 
participants in Part I of the research served to exemplify this aspect: "Music is a 
group sport. No other subject finds it necessary to rely on ALL the students for 
one common outcome." This tied back to the earlier recorded audio example of 
the flawless vs. poor performance, as it was very clear that the outcome (the 
summative assessment, as it were) was clearly reliant on the performance of every 
individual in the ensemble. Emphasis was placed on the teamwork, development 
of a cohesive unit, and sense of ensemble that comes from a well-run rehearsal. 
Participants were encouraged to: (a) have a musical model in mind by taking the 
time to listen to high quality ensembles; (b) ask the teacher to see the music to 
follow, even if they didn't read music, as it would provide clues for them as they 
listen and observe; (c) practice listening every time they heard music; and (d) 
remember that the performance is the "test." 
A handout consisting of an outline of the PowerPoint presentation was 
given to the participants to follow the presentation and to take notes. While it 
was tempting to include the links utilized in the training, they were intentionally 
left out to control for the possibility that participants would return to the 
examples and gain additional practice. The entire PowerPoint presentation and 
handout are found in Appendix F and G respectively. 
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Practice. Following the training, participants were asked to conduct an 
observation of a music teacher leading an ensemble within two weeks of the 
training. This was not to be a specially scheduled observation, but rather, one 
that would be completed as a normal part of the participant's responsibilities, 
using the district adopted protocol for observation. They were asked to do this 
prior to completing the post-test. 
Post-test. Once the practice observation had been completed, participants 
were asked to complete the online posttest within two weeks of the observation. 
The online posttest consisted of the TOEI utilized for the pretest, but without the 
personal and school district demographic questions, as this information had 
already been collected. A question was added asking if their approach to 
observing a music teacher in a rehearsal setting had changed in comparison to 
their approach prior to participating in the research, in order to ascertain possible 
attitudinal changes as a result of training. A follow up email was sent to the 
participants two weeks following their training to remind them to complete the 
music teacher observation and post-test. 
Instrument reliability. Instrument reliability for the TOR was established 
as described above in Part I of the research. 
Instrument validity. Instrument validity for the TOR was established as 
described above in Part I of the research. To establish validity of the intervention 
(the training), I reviewed the PowerPoint and planned instruction with an 
education professor at a liberal arts college and with a musically trained 
layperson. Feedback from both individuals on the clarity and length of the 
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examples, the sequence of the training, and the structure of the information 
presented aided in streamlining the presentation. Also, I piloted the intervention 
with a group of seven administrators in a local school district. Two of these 
individuals had musical background while the others did not. Their feedback 
was also considered in refining the training session. 
Research procedures and timeline. Participants were identified and 
contacted via email as described in Sampling Procedures above in late December, 
2012. They were sent an email with the Consent to Participate and the link to the 
TOEI on Survey Monkey, and were asked to complete it prior to my meeting with 
them. Appointments were scheduled and took place in each of the three 
participating school districts in the second and third weeks of January 2012. We 
met in a meeting room in two districts, and the participant's office the third 
district. Using my MacBook Pro, they viewed the images and videos directly on 
the computer screen in two districts, and on a digitally projected screen in one 
district. The presentation lasted approximately 75 minutes in each case. Each 
participant was given a handout outlining the presentation, and was encouraged 
to take notes as they wished. Discussion was encouraged. 
Following the presentation, the participants were asked to observe a 
music teacher leading an ensemble within two weeks of the training, using their 
school district's established protocol. They were also asked to complete the 
online posttest within one week following this observation. Follow up emails to 
ensure they were following this schedule were sent two weeks following the 
presentation and one week later. All posttests were completed by the second 
week of February, 2012. 
Data analysis Part II. 
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Procedures for data preparation. Data were imported to SPSS software 
from Survey Monkey using an Advanced Spreadsheet format using numbers for 
the answers. As the participants had met specific criteria for inclusion and the 
number was small, no additional data cleaning was necessary. 
Intra-rater reliability of coding of open-ended comments. Intra-rater 
reliability for coding of open-ended comments was established in Part I of the 
research as noted previously. 
Analysis procedures. Means and standard deviations were computed for 
each individual on each of the seven categories of the Teacher Observation 
Rubric, pre-test and post -test. These were then compared using a two tailed, 
paired samples t-test for dependent means. Correlations were analyzed using 
Pea'rson product-moment. Raw scores were compared to search for anomalies. 
Means and standard deviations were also computed for each individual of 
the three attitudinal questions, pre- and posttest. These were also compared 
using a two tailed, paired samples t-test for dependent means. Comments for all 
questions were compiled, but were not grouped or otherwise analyzed. 
Finally, means and standard deviations on the TOR from Part I of the 
research were compared with the pre- and post-test scores on the TOR from Part 
II of the research. 
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Research Validity. 
Threats to internal validity. The training for Part II was guided by the 
findings of Part I of the study. While developing the training, every attempt was 
made to ensure that every finding was backed by existing research. This was not 
entirely possible, as very little research has been done relative to certain findings. 
For example, the participants in Part I of the study indicated unique ways of 
thinking about how they viewed "diversity" in the ensemble classroom. While 
their opinions were found to be supported in an instrumental methods textbook 
(Feldman & Contzius, 2011), there was no research found that addressed this 
question. Without further research, the inclusion and resulting statistics for this 
particular aspect of the training should be treated with caution. 
While the presentation was consistent as possible each time, the physical 
circumstances for the presentation in each of the three districts was slightly 
different. In one district, the presentation was displayed on a digital projector, 
and the audio accompanying the video was heard through quality speakers, 
while in the other two districts the audio and visual was perceived on the laptop 
screen and speakers only. This could affect the perception of the quality of the 
sound or of the visual images. The timing of the presentation in the participants' 
busy day could affect their focus and concentration on the presentation. In two of 
the districts, the participants appeared to have "issues" with which they were 
dealing that might influence their retention of the material presented. Also, in 
two of the districts there were two participants, while in one district there was 
only one participant. The interaction of two individuals might influence their 
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perceptions and responses, while the single participant had no one with whom to 
interact, resulting in a potential difference in the response. The circumstances of 
each presentation are summarized in Figure 5. 
Figure 5 
Summary of intervention circumstances 
Location of Number of Media Time of day presentation participants 
District A Participant's 1 Laptop Early 
office aftemoon 
District B Conference room 2 Laptop Morning 
Digital 
District C Conference room 2 projector I stereo Mid-morning 
speakers 
While I made every effort to maintain consistency in each presentation 
and had a bulleted script to follow, it is also possible that there were variations in 
the presentation, as it was very interactive and the conversation was slightly 
different each time. Each participant brought different skills and perceptions to 
the discussion, resulting in some variations in the material presented. 
Additionally, not all administrators completed the observation or the posttest in 
the requested time. This time lag might influence their results on the posttest, 
creating a question of validity due to history. There were also no controls to limit 
the participant from making additional visits to an ensemble rehearsal, which 
might provide additional practice in observation for them. 
Familiarity with the pretest might also influence the results of the posttest. 
The same teacher video for evaluation was used in both the pretest and the 
posttest. This was an intentional decision, as it would have been difficult to 
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replicate the teacher behaviors exactly in a second, differently edited video. In 
this situation, the benefits of consistency pre- and posttest outweighed the threat 
of familiarity with the video. There is also the possibility of statistical regression. 
Gallet al. (2007) note that statistical regression is "the tendency for research 
participants whose scores fall at either extreme on a measure to score nearer the 
mean when .the variable is measured a second time" (p. 385, 2007). Participants 
might score closer to the mean as a result of the pretest-posttest design. 
Threats to external validity. This research was limited in scope, including 
only three suburban school districts in Southeastern Pennsylvania and only five 
participants, and as such the results are not generalizable to a larger population. 
Personal interaction between the participants and the presenter may also have 
influenced the outcome. A different presenter, or a different format in the 
presentation may have different results. This portion of the research required a 
significant commitment of time on the part of the participants. Those who 
participated were clearly motivated to want to improve their skills in observing 
teachers, and as such came to the research with an open mind and genuine 
interest. Individuals who are not as motivated might not have the same results if 
given the same treatment. This fact has the potential to influence the results and 
should be taken into consideration when interpreting them. There may be some 
presence of the Hawthorne effect, as participants were clearly aware of the 
hypothesis of the experiment and were eager to see if there would be change in 
their observations. 
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CHAPTER V: RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 
Purpose of the research 
The purpose of this research was to examine the differences in the 
evaluations of music teachers when conducted by individuals with varying 
backgrounds in music and observation techniques. Additionally, the research 
examined the question, to what extent does brief training in the observation and 
evaluation of music teachers affect the attitude toward music teacher observation 
and/ or the actual evaluation completed by a participant with little or no musical 
background? For purposes of this research, ~'attitudes" addressed three distinct 
items: (a) the degree to which specific music teacher characteristics were 
considered to be important by the observer I evaluator; (b) the confidence level of 
the observer when evaluating a music teacher; and (c) differences in approach by 
the evaluator when observing a music teacher compared to observations of a 
general classroom. 
Overview of the Research 
This research was carried out in two distinct parts, with the second part 
utilizing information revealed in Part I of the research. In Part I, administrators 
and music department leadership in public schools in the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania were solicited via email to complete an online evaluation of a 
teacher leading an ensemble rehearsal (N = 3419). Although 193 individuals 
opened the survey online, only 69 actually completed it. However, careful 
analysis of each respondent prior to categorizing them into groups eliminated six 
respondents for reasons outlined in Chapter III, resulting in N = 63 participants. 
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Participants were grouped into one of four categories: (a) school administrators 
with background in observation but little or no musical background (ADM -non 
musical administrators); (b) school administrators with background in 
observation and with significant musical background (ADM/ Mus -musical 
school administrators); (c) music department leaders or music teachers with 
substantial supervisory background (MUS/ Adm); and (d) music department 
leaders or music teachers with significant musical background but no 
background in observation (MUS- Music Department Leadership.) Participants 
completed the Teacher Observation/Evaluation Instrument (TOEI) in which they 
watched a 14-minute video of a teacher leading an ensemble, evaluated the 
teacher utilizing the Teacher Observation Rubric (TOR), and completed an 
attitudinal/ demographic survey. 
In Part II of the research, five participants participated in a pretest-posttest 
quasi-experiment. First, they completed the same TOEI utilized in the first part of 
the research. They then participated in 75 minutes of instruction in the 
observation of music teachers utilizing information identified and found 
important in Part I of the research and supported by existing research. They were 
asked to formally observe a music teacher leading an ensemble as a way of 
practicing what they had learned. This observation was to be of a teacher under 
their supervision and the observation was to be a normally scheduled 
observation consistent with their existing protocol. Finally, they completed the 
TOEI a second time, without the demographic survey questions, and pre- and 
post-training results were compared. 
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Results and Analysis for Part I 
Comparison of Results for the TOR. Online solicitation for participants 
resulted in 63 usable questionnaires once the data had been cleaned, with the 
following numbers in each group of participants: administrators without musical 
background (ADM, n =23); administrators with musical background 
(ADM/ Mus, n = 15); music leadership with administrative training (MUS/ Adm, 
n = 4); and music leadership (MUS, n = 21). Definitions for categorizing each 
group can be found in Chapter I. Because participants in ADM/ Mus and 
MUS I Adm shared characteristics, they were grouped to create an aggregate of n 
= 19 for statistical comparison. This aggregate group was defined as ADM/MUS. 
There were seven items on the Teacher Observation Rubric (TOR) which 
required ranking on a seven point Likert-type scale, with 1 indicating 
disagreement to 7 indicating agreement with the statement. The TOR was 
developed for this study based on the work of Nolan and Hoover (2008). A 
complete description of the selection and modification of this model can be 
found in Chapter III. The items on the TOR were as follows: 
1. Content: The teacher demonstrates deep understanding of content. 
2. Planning: The teacher develops long-range and daily plans that are 
appropriate for the students and/ or consistent with state standards. 
3. Inshuctional Strategies: The teacher uses a wide variety of 
instructional strategies including effective questioning to engage 
students in learning and promote deep understanding of content. 
4. Assessment: The teacher assesses student understanding frequently, 
provides feedback to students, and I or uses assessment to plan 
instruction. 
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5. Classroom Environment: The teacher creates a positive classroom 
environment that is well organized and conducive to student learning, 
and/ or manages student behavior effectively. 
6. Diversity: The teacher understands and responds to a wide variety of 
student diversity. 
7. Context Specific Characteristics The teacher demonstrates 
characteristics significant to student success in the context of the class 
being observed. 
Overall means and standard deviations were computed for each of the 
three groups (ADM, ADM/MUS, and MUS) on each category. An initial 
comparison of the means for each group revealed a similar pattern in the mean 
score from group to group in each of the seven categories; in each category, 
ADM/MUS scored the teacher higher than ADM, and MUS scored the teacher 
higher than ADM/MUS (Figure 6): 
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Figure 6 
Means and Standard Deviation of ADM, ADM/MUS, and MUS on Each Category of 
the TOR 
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Each dependent variable was analyzed with a series of one-way 
ANOVAs. There were no statistically significant differences among them. The 
results approached significance in the items Content (F(2,60l = 2.00, p = .14), 
Instructional Strategies (F(2,60l = 2.38, p = .10), and Context Specific Characteristics 
(F(2,60l = 2.18, p = .12), suggested these items should be investigated further. Table 
2 compiles the results of the ANOV As. No comparison was made between the 
dependent variables. 
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Table 2 
Means and Standard Deviation Comparison Between ADM, ADM/MUS, and MUS on 
TOR Questions using a series of ANOV As 
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ADM M 5.70 5.17 5.13 5.78 5.74 4.70 5.48 
n=23 SD 1.06 1.78 1.33 1.24 1.29 1.69 1.50 
ADM/ M 6.16 5.47 5.42 5.95 5.95 5.05 6.00 MUS SD 1.12 1.93 1.61 1.62 1.78 1.72 1.49 
n= 19 
MUS M 6.29 5.95 6.00 6.19 6.33 5.29 6.29 
n=21 SD .90 1.02 1.05 .98 .86 1.52 .78 
F(2,60l 2.00 1.28 2.38 .55 1.10 .72 2.18 
l?. .14 .28 .10 .58 .34 .49 .12 
p<.05 
Overall, very few participants (n = 0 to 2) in any group ranked the teacher 
as 1 or 2 on the scale in any of the seven categories of the TOR, with the raw 
scores showing that a majority ranked the teacher 6 or 7. Percentages for 
combined rankings of 6 and 7 show that ADM consistently scored the teacher 
lower than ADM/ MUS and MUS (Figure 7): 
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Figure 7 
ADM, ADM/MUS, and MUS Percentages Scoring 6 or 7 on Each Category of the TOR 
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An additional series of one-way ANOV As of the separate questions were 
run grouping all musically trained participants (ADM/MUS and MUS) together, 
and comparing the group with the non-musical Administrators (ADM). The 
results again approached significance in the areas of Content Knowledge (F(1,61l = 
3.91, p = .05), Instructional Strategies (F(l,61l = 2.85, p = .10), and Context Specific 
Characteristics (F(l,61l = 3.91, p = .05), suggesting that these were areas of 
importance, and that those with musical background might view these areas 
differently than those without musical background (compiled in Table 3). This 
finding identified these areas as focal points for developing the Music Teacher 
Evaluation Training for Part II of the research. 
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Table 3 
Means and Standard Deviation Comparison Between ADM and Combined ADM/MUS 
& MUS on TOR Questions using a series of ANOV As 
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ADM M 5.70 5.17 5.13 5.78 5.74 4.70 5.48 
n= 23 SD 1.06 1.78 1.33 1.24 1.29 1.69 1.50 
ADM/ 
MUS+ M 6.23 5.73 5.73 6.08 6.15 5.18 6.15 
MUS SD 1.00 1.52 1.36 L31 1.37 1.60 1.17 
n=40 
Fo. 61) 3.91 1.70 2.85 .76 1.37 1.26 3.91 
p .05 .20 .10 .39 .25 .27 .05 
p <.05 
Examination of the open-ended comments after each item of the TOR 
yielded information that was helpful in developing the specifics for the training 
for Part II of the research, especially those comments from the musically trained 
participants. Procedures for categorizing these data are found in Chapter III. A 
summary of the respons~s can be found in Table 4 below. The comments for the 
three areas that were identified as approaching significance provided 
particularly useful information. Responses to Content Knowledge noted 
attention to instrument specific instruction, particularly with regard to fingerings 
or techniques such as use of air; non-verbal instruction through conducting and 
facial expression; attention to intonation; and to a lesser extent, the use of 
humming I singing, Tier II and Tier III vocabulary (Tier II vocabulary referring to 
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words that are used frequently but have different meanings in different contexts, 
and Tier Ill vocabulary referring to context specific vocabulary, as defined in the 
Common Core State Standards), and attention to musical phrasing. One MUS 
participant, for example, was very specific, mentioning that the teacher 
"emphasized many core musical concepts- pyramid of sound, folding low reeds 
into the tuba sound, connection between singing and intonation, brass and 
woodwind fingerings, constantly making adjustments on the fly in the head 
before playing it on an instrument." "Facial expressions show that he hears 
(understands) pitch/key issues that he (hopefully) will come back to later," an 
ADM/MUS participant stated, and another commented on the "clear, precise 
beat pattern in conducting gestures- not overtly dramatic." While a number of 
comments for the item on Planning noted the difficulty in determining the level 
of planning in the video clip, others noted the sequenced instruction, the 
implication that a long-range plan must exist as part of the rehearsal process, the 
use of review, and specific musical goals. MUS participants noted the subtle 
expression of planning, observing that "the tuning segment directly correlated to 
the technique exercise" and "warm-ups directly relating to passages rehearsed." 
In Instructional Strategies, numerous comments noted the use of 
humming I singing as a means of instruction, the use of both specific and 
rhetorical questions (although there was disagreement on the quality of the 
questioning), the technique of breaking down instruction, asking students to self-
evaluate, physical positioning of the teacher, and the use of facial expression. 
One ADM/MUS participant pointed out how the teacher "focused on musical 
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segments of content to teach and reinforce intonation and rhythmic accuracy." 
The most commonly noted behavior in the item on Assessment was on the 
formative continuous assessment used in rehearsal. It is interesting that nine of 
the eleven comments regarding this aspect were from musically trained 
participants. A typical response here stated that the "teacher constantly assessed 
student performance and gave them appropriate feedback consistently." Also 
noted in this item were the use of timely feedback, humming used to assess 
understanding, the deconstructing of a musical problem, and the use of facial 
expressions, re-teaching when necessary, and questioning techniques. One 
ADM/MUS participant made specific suggestions for improvement in this 
category, suggesting, 
Through a more effective feedback/ assessment mechanism, such as 
asking the brass players to perhaps listen to the woodwinds play a 
passage and critique it for a specific goal (improved rhythmic precision, 
intonation, etc.) assessment functions in a multiple platform. He can 
assess the woodwinds performance AND assess the input from the other 
(brass) section for agreement/ accuracy. (Research participant, open-ended 
comment on TOR Question 4) 
Routines and wait time were most often noted in the item on Classroom 
Environment. The use of humor and sarcasm, and the pointing out of individuals 
was seen as both a positive and a negative. For example, one ADM participant 
noted that the teacher "pointed out one student by name and specifically told the 
entire class what he did wrong. Not good practice." However a MUS participant 
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referring to the same incident stated: 
I liked the way the teacher dealt with the tuba players who were not 
paying attention. He was serious enough to make his point that they 
needed to pay attention, but lighthearted enough to joke about it. High 
school students respond well to this. (Research participant, open-ended 
comment on TOR Question 5) 
Gesture, eye contact, and posture, student engagement, lesson structure, 
motivation by improvement, the collaborative environment, and clear 
expectations were also noted in this item. The comments for the item on 
Diversity focused primarily on the diverse needs of each instrumental section, 
part assignment according to playing ability, and musical selection. High 
expectations for all students were also at the top of the list, as indicated by the 
MUS participant who stated: 
Music is a group sport. No other subject finds it necessary to rely on ALL 
of the students for one common outcome. Each learner must rely on the 
others to achieve proficiency. Music teachers must set high 
expectations ... they are on a stage performing! A poor performance is not 
an option. (Research participant, open-ended comment on TOR Question 
6) 
Finally, comments for the item on Context Specific Characteristics noted 
the calm, confident, firm, and low-key demeanor of the teacher. Other items 
mentioned included rapport with the students, energy, eye contact/ gesture, 
enthusiasm, student motivation, and pacing. One MUS participant brought up 
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the fact that "while (the conducting) didn't seem all that energetic, it didn't have 
to seem that way to be effective. The job of the music teacher is student 
achievement, not putting on a personal sitcom for every class!" Similar cautions 
were offered in other comments as well. It is interesting to note how frequently 
non-verbal behaviors such as eye contact, humming, gesture, and especially 
facial expression are listed in the various categories, most often by ADM/MUS 
and MUS. This became an important part of the training in Part II of the research. 
Careful analysis of the ADM comments found that one participant was 
responsible for 12 out of the 30 comments coded. Examination of his open-ended 
responses on other questions found that this particular participant (ADM 1) 
indicated a close working relationship with his music department and a unique 
understanding of the rehearsal classroom: 
As elementary and middle school principal I supervised the music 
departments. As Asst. Supt. I worked closely with the curriculum chairs 
in the music dept. As Supt. I have had opportunities to work with 
boosters and parents on music matters. The music teachers I have worked 
with always have educated me on the benefits of music and have been 
reasonable and cooperative in promoting music within our district. 
(Research participant ADM 1, open-ended response to Personal 
Demographic Question 8, Choose one of the following that best fits your 
musical background.) 
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Training, experience, practice on observation and supervision techniques; 
the communication, understanding, and trust developed between the 
teacher and supervisor in pre-conferences and staff development 
planning. (Research participant ADM 1, open-ended response to 
Observation Question 5, How confident do you feel about your 
observations and evaluations of music teachers in an ensemble setting? 
Please clarify.) 
I follow the district format and options, which is the similar piece. 
However, I take into consideration the full scope of the music setting. 
Their performances are often their formal assessments, etc. in a band 
setting. (Research participant ADM 1, open-ended response to 
Observation Question 3, When you observe and evaluate music teachers 
in an ensemble setting, do you approach the process any differently than 
you would for any other class?) 
The participant also indicated extreme confidence in his I her observations and 
evaluations of music teachers. The descriptions this participant provided 
suggests a genuine interest in the music program in his district that clearly came 
through in the very specific and numerous comments. It is likely that the 
participant's background may have been responsible for these particular 
insights. 
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Table 4 
Frequency of Open-ended Comments on the TOR 
1. Content Knowledge 
Comment ADM ADM/MUS MUS Total 
Instrument specific suggestions 1 2 6 9 
Intonation 0 3 1 4 
Conducting 0 1 2 3 
Humming used to instruct 0 1 1 2 
Confidence 1 0 0 1 
Musical phrasing 0 1 0 1 
Tier II and Tier III Vocabulary 0 1 0 1 
Facial Expression 0 1 0 1 
Total 2 10 10 22 
2. Planning 
Comment ADM ADM/MUS MUS Total 
Difficult to assess 2 3 2 7 
Long range plan assumed 1 1 1 3 
Acceptable sequence of instruction 0 0 3 3 
Comments made following musical 1 1 1 3 performance 
Goals not evident 0 2 1 3 
Review I relates to previous learning 1 0 1 2 
Goals evident 0 1 0 1 
Total 5 8 9 22 
3. Instructional Strategies* 
Comment ADM ADM/MUS MUS Total 
Humming I singing used to instruct 1 1 3 5 
Questioning used rhetorically and specifically 1 2 2 5 
Questioning not used well 0 1 2 3 
Breaking down instruction 1 1 0 2 
Facial expression 0 1 1 2 
Students asked to self-evaluate 0 0 2 2 
Physical positioning 1 0 0 1 
Total 4 6 10 20 
*There were four lengthy and in-depth responses from MUS. 
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4. Assessment 
Comment ADM ADM/MUS MUS Total 
Formative, continuous assessment used 2 2 7 11 
Timely feedback 1 1 4 6 
Humming used to assess understanding 1 2 0 3 
Deconstructing a musical problem 0 1 1 2 
Facial expressions 0 1 0 1 
Re-teaching 0 1 0 1 
Questioning students 0 1 0 1 
Not much evidence of assessment 0 0 1 1 
Total 4 9 13 26 
5. Classroom Environment 
Comment ADM ADM/MUS MUS Total 
Positive, established routines 2 3 2 7 
Use of wait time 1 4 2 7 
Use of humor and sarcasm seen as positive 1 0 4 5 
Gesture, eye contact, posture 1 0 2 3 
Pointing out individuals, seen as positive & 1 1 1 3 
negative 
Sarcasm seen as negative 1 1 0 2 
Student engagement 1 0 0 1 
Lesson structure 0 1 0 1 
Motivation by improvement 0 1 0 1 
Collaborative environment 0 0 1 1 
Clear expectations 0 1 0 1 
Total 8 12 12 32 
6. Diversity 
Comment ADM ADM/MUS MUS Total 
Diverse instrument specific needs 1 1 3 5 
Setting high expectations for all students 0 2 3 5 
Differentiation by part assignment 0 2 0 2 
Difficult to assess/no differentiation 0 2 1 3 
Differentiation by music selection 0 0 1 1 
Total 1 7 8 16 
7. Context Specific Characteristics 
Comment ADM ADM/MUS MUS Total 
Calm, confident, firm, low key demeanor 2 3 2 7 
Good rapport with students 1 1 1 3 
Energy 0 1 2 3 
Eye contact/ gesture 1 0 1 2 
Enthusiasm 0 1 1 2 
Student motivation 0 1 0 1 
Pacing 0 0 1 1 
Total 4 7 8 19 
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Results for the Attitudinal Questions. 
Degree to which specific music teacher characteristics are considered. 
In the review of the literature to find a suitable observation rubric, a number of 
desirable teacher characteristics were found in common on the music related 
observation protocols that were not found in the general education rubrics. A 
complete description of how these characteristics were identified can be found in 
Chapter III. To ascertain if participants felt if any of these characteristics were 
important, and if they sought them out when they observed music teachers, the 
participants were asked to rank on a five point scale how much they considered 
these items when they observed music teachers, ranging from "I do not consider 
this" to "I always consider this." This question was designed to determine the 
awareness and attitudes of the participants related to these music specific teacher 
characteristics. Eight music teacher characteristics were identified: 
1. Ability to accurately assess musical behavior of the students 
2. Enthusiasm 
3. Specialized knowledge needed for choral, instrumental, or general 
music 
4. Eye contact 
5. Intensity, energy, or magnitude in front of the classroom 
6. Ability to motivate 
7. Outstanding performance and musicianship skills 
8. Knowledge of music theory and history 
Not all respondents completed this portion of the research, resulting in 57 usable 
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questionnaires for this question and the following question on confidence level. 
This was likely due to experimental mortality (Gallet al, 2007). Each of the eight 
music teacher characteristics was considered in a separately in a series of one-
way ANOVAs. This revealed that there was a statistically significant difference 
between groups in Ability to Assess Musical Behavior (F<2, 54l = 3.52, p = .04) and 
Specialized Knowledge for Choral I Instrumental I General music (F<2, 54)= 4.05, p = 
.02), while Outstanding Performance and Musicianship Skills (F<2, 54) = 3.07, p = 
.06) approached significance (compiled in Table 5). Post hoc analysis using Tukey 
HSD found that the main differences were between the ADM and the MUS 
groups (p < .05) in the categories of Ability to Assess Musical Behavior and 
Specialized Knowledge. 
The degree to which these characteristics are considered implies a relative 
level of importance given to each by the participants. Not surprisingly, MUS 
participants considered the Ability to Assess Musical Behavior, Specialized 
Knowledge for Choral I Instrumental I General music, and Outstanding 
Performance and Musicianship Skills to be significantly more important than 
ADM participants. The narrow SD in these categories for MUS participants 
confirmed strong agreement as well. The means of ADM/MUS participants were 
in the middle on these three categories, between the means of MUS and ADM 
participants. This suggests that while MUS participants felt strongly about the 
need for these characteristics, ADM/MUS may temper their importance, perhaps 
due to the added lens of their administrative training. One possible explanation 
for this is that ADM/ MUS participants may be seeking a balance of these very 
specific music related characteristics and broader, general teaching 
characteristics, although this cannot be confirmed given the information 
available. Figure 8 shows the comparison of the means and SD and Table 4 
compiles the specific numerical values for each test. 
Figure 8 
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Means and Standard Deviation Comparison Between ADM, ADM/MUS, and MUS on 
the Degree to Which Music Teacher Characteristics are Considered 
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Table 5 
Means and Standard Deviation Comparison Between ADM, ADM/MUS, and MUS on 
the Degree to Which Music Teacher Characteristics are Considered using a series of 
ANOVAs 
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ADM M 4.30 4.78 4.13 4.65 4.74 4.83 3.52 3.96 
n=23 SD 1.11 .52 .97 .65 .54 .49 1.34 1.11 
ADM/ M 4.79 4.79 4.47 4.42 4.68 4.89 3.79 4.11 MUS SD .54 .42 .77 .61 .58 .32 1.13 1.05 
n= 19 
MUS M 4.93 4.67 4.87 4.53 4.67 4.79 4.47 3.80 
n=21 SD .26 .62 .35 .83 .62 .43 .83 .86 
F (2,54l 3.52 .30 4.05 .59 .09 .29 3.07 .37 
r_ .04* .75 .02* .56 .92 .75 .06 .69 
p < .05 
There were 11 comments in the open-ended option, with several offering 
multiple opinions. A number of them reiterated characteristics already on the 
list, suggesting that these were very important to the participants. Three broad 
categories were apparent. A broad reference to motivation was mentioned by 
individuals from each level (ADM, ADM/MUS, MUS), along with emphasis on 
the need to be enthusiastic and energetic; to.keep students engaged; and to be a 
"sales rep" for the music program. Classroom environment/ classroom 
management was mentioned, with a specific acknowledgement of the fact that 
music teachers frequently deal with larger than normal class sizes when leading 
ensembles. Finally, it was noted that the ability to guide student achievement 
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towards the standards for music, and the ability to stretch and assess the 
students appropriately were important characteristics to be considered that were 
not on the list. There was also some disagreement with the list that was provided 
in this category. Some felt that these characteristics applied to all content areas, 
while others dismissed intensity, eye contact, and performance skills as 
important. One comment countered that one could be a good teacher without 
being an "outstanding performer." Two cautionary comments were made. One 
participant commented regarding teachers who were highly motivating of the 
students, but who had no substance: "I've seen teachers ... who are very 
motivational get excited but disastrous musical results." The other comment 
posed the question, "Are we just listening to the music in our head and not the 
students?" suggesting that they are looking for the teacher to be paying closer 
attention to what they are hearing, rather than what they are imagining 
(Comments from Question 4 on the Attitudinal/Demographic Survey). 
Confidence level. Participants were asked to rank their confidence in 
observing and evaluating music teachers in an ensemble setting on a 5-point 
scale ranging from not very confident to extremely confident. Using ANOVA, 
differences were significant in this comparison, with f(z, 54l = 4.75, p = .01 (Table 
6). Further analysis using Tukey HSD found that the primary difference was 
between ADM and ADM/MUS (p < .011). 
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Table 6 
Means and Standard Deviation on Confidence Level in Observing and Evaluating Music 
Teachers 
GrouEs Mean N SD 
ADM 3.13 23 1.10 
ADM/MUS 4.05 19 .91 
MUS 3.73 15 .88 
F<2, 54l = 4.75, p = .013 
Percentages of responses from each group show where variations in 
confidence level exist. While 84.2 % of ADM/MUS felt very or extremely 
confident in their observations and evaluations, only 39.1% of ADM felt very or 
extremely confident, and 60% of MUS felt very or extremely confident (Table 7). 
Table 7 
Frequency and Percentage on Confidence Level in Observing and Evaluating Music 
Teachers 
ADM ADM/MUS MUS Total 
n =23 n = 19 n = 15 N =57 
Not Very Frequency 2 0 0 2 
% within 8.7% 0% 0% 3.5% 
group 
Somewhat Frequency 4 2 1 7 
% within 17.4% 10.5% 6.7% 12.3% 
group 
Moderately Frequency 8 1 5 14 
% within 34.8% 5.3% 33.3% 24.6% 
group 
Very Frequency 7 10 6 23 
% within 30.4% 52.6% 40.0% 40.4% 
group 
Extremely Frequency 2 6 3 11 
% within 8.7% 31.6% 20.0% 19.3% 
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In the comments of those who responded that they were very or 
extremely confident (n = 18), six (all ADM/MUS or MUS) indicated that they 
were so due to their background as a music teacher or former music teacher. Five 
(four ADM and one ADM/MUS) commented on their training, experience with 
observation and supervision, and good relationship with music teachers. 
Comments (n = 8) for those who responded moderately or not very confident 
noted lack of musical knowledge, a reliance on the students' reaction to 
instruction, or a reliance on the teacher for help. 
Observing and evaluating music teachers differently. Finally, participants 
were asked if they approached observing and evaluating music teachers leading 
an ensemble any differently than other teachers. While no statistically significant 
differences were found between groups when analyzed using ANOV A, all three 
groups indicated the highest frequency of responses in the category "in some 
ways" in response to the question (65.5%, n =55). Of the 9.1% who answered 
"yes," all were either ADM/MUS or MUS, with no ADM responding in this 
category. Of the 16.4% who responded "no," all were either ADM or 
ADM/MUS, with no MUS responding in this category. Some (9.1%) responded 
that they had never thought about this question. It is true that by posing the 
question, the participants are being asked to think about it, perhaps for the first 
time. Nevertheless, it provides information on what administrators are looking 
for and what they are ignoring. A closer examination of the individual 
percentages may suggest, for example, that ADM/ MUS have more divergent 
opinions on this question than either ADM or MUS, as shown in Table 8. 
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Table 8 
Frequency and Percentages of Responses to the Question of Observing and Evaluating 
Music Teachers Differently 
Yes 
Some 
No 
Never 
thought 
about it 
Frequency 
% within group 
Frequency 
% within group 
Frequency 
% within group 
Frequency 
% within group 
ADM 
11.=23 
0 
.0% 
17 
73.9% 
4 
17.4% 
2 
8.7% 
ADM/MUS MUS Total 
11. = 19 11. = 13 N =55 
3 2 5 
15.8% 15.4% 9.1% 
10 9 36 
52.6% 69.2% 65.5% 
5 0 9 
26.3% .0% 16.4% 
1 2 5 
5.3% 15.4% 9.1% 
In the open-ended comments for this question summarized in Table 9, 
many referred to differences in their approach to observation (n = 10), but were 
not specific as to what those differences were. "Good teaching is good teaching" 
or some version of this was also frequently noted (n = 6), suggesting an inability 
to define what they felt good teaching was, and the elusiveness of a specific 
response. This finding echoes numerous previous studies (Colwell, 2006a; Duke 
et al, 1998; Madsen et al, 1992; Stodolsky, 1990). Others saw active student 
engagement as inherent in the musical ensemble classroom. Some specific 
differences cited as necessary to consider when evaluating music teachers were 
classroom management techniques for handling large numbers of students, 
specific feedback and correction, guided and independent practice, the fact that 
the teacher must be in front and visible to all students at all times, passion on the 
123 
part of the teacher, the use of performance as a response, assessment being non-
verbal and ongoing, inherent student motivation, and evidence of growth and 
improvement in performance. Four responses commented on the standardized 
observation and evaluation protocols used in their districts. One noted that while 
the district had a set protocol, "given my background kriowledge in music, I am 
seeing things a non-musician would not recognize." Another stated that, 
recognizing that it was different, they tried to differentiate an observation for 
music within the school's protocols. This was echoed by another who stated, 
"One observation tool does not fit all teaching scenarios, yet one evaluation tool 
is usually the choice given to supervisors. Subsequently, evaluators end up 
bending the tool to make it fit the teaching situation." However, one participant 
found that their district's use of Understanding by Design and a School-wide 
Observation Rubric made the evaluations "more objective and consistent." 
Finally, one ADM/MUS had a particularly interesting take on the subject, 
stating, 
Classroom instruction is focusing on the acquisition of basic skills and 
then extending and refining those skills over time. The setting for an 
ensemble is all about application of skills and refining them at a 
performance level. You can't use the same identical approach though 
many of the basic evaluation "look fors" are the same. (Comments from 
Question 3 on the Attitudinal/Demographic Survey) 
These responses were helpful in adding detail and specifics to the training that 
was devised for Part II of the research. 
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Table 9 
Frequency of Open-ended Comments on Observing and Evaluating Music Teachers 
Differently 
Comment ADM ADM/MUS MUS Total 
Differences in observation, but not specified 3 6 1 10 
"Good teaching is good teaching" 3 3 0 6 
Student engagement as inherent in a rehearsal 2 2 0 4 
Management in general 1 2 1 4 
Music Specific: 
Large class sizes 1 0 2 3 
Need for specific feedback and correction 0 2 0 2 
Performance as a response or assessment 1 1 0 2 
Use of guided and independent practice 0 1 0 1 
Challenges using proximity for management 0 1 0 1 
Passion 0 1 0 1 
Evidence of improvement in the performance 0 1 0 1 
Assessment constant and ongoing 0 1 0 1 
Total 11 21 4 36 
General comments from participants. Participants were given the 
opportunity to make general open-ended comments at the conclusion of the 
research. These ranged from comments regarding the specific teacher video used 
in the research, to comments on the value of the research, to relating personal 
experiences with observation and evaluation, to specific comments about 
observations in general. Several comments provided specific insights. 
One ADM commented, "I feel the practical arts and physical education 
teachers are somewhat the same when observing them." Another commented, "I 
would value more support with observation of unified arts teachers." 
ADM/MUS provided particularly interesting comments. One commented on 
the value of a qualified supervisor, stating, "In 29 years in the classroom, only in 
my first year was I observed by a supervisor with some music background. Since 
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then never. That first year made a huge difference in my approach to the job." 
Another commented, "I think it is hard for my colleagues who are not musicians 
to observe and rate music teachers with a standard instrument designed with an 
academic class in mind." While another countered: 
Some music teachers tend to complain to observers of their ensembles that 
they can't be observed in a traditional format as ensemble directing is very 
different than teaching. I disagree. I find my best ensemble directors are 
executing well-planned rehearsals with productive questioning while 
keeping all students engaged in musical tasks (much like my best non-
ensemble teachers.) (Research Participant, General Comments) 
One MUS summarized a common complaint of music teachers, stating: 
I do not believe it is realistic to believe that a non-music educator 
administrator would have enough prior knowledge to determine anything 
beyond a music teacher's classroom management and student 
engagement skills ... (b)ecause so much of music education is the quality of 
the content teaching itself, non-music educator administrators are at a 
distinct disadvantage when it comes to trying to accurately assessing the 
performance of the music teachers in their district. (Research Participant, 
General Comments) 
Another commented that they would be appreciative of being evaluated by a 
"qualified music educator evaluator" (Research Participant, General Comments). 
Clearly, this topic stirs opinions from all sides. 
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Findings of Part I Statistics. Part I of this research sought to answer the 
question: To what extent do evaluation scores and attitudes differ based on 
observer background in evaluation techniques and/ or in music? Analysis of the 
means on each item of the TOR showed that differences between groups were 
not statistically significant. However, a pattern was found in the scoring when 
comparing groups, with ADM (non-musically trained administrators) scoring the 
teacher the lowest, ADM/ MUS (musically trained administrators or music 
leadership with administrative training) scoring the teacher in the middle, and 
MUS (music leadership) scoring the teacher the highest. Comparisons using 
ANOV A found that three of the seven items of the TOR approached significance, 
suggesting that there might be important differences, those areas being Content 
Knowledge, Instructional Strategies, and Context Specific Characteristics. These 
areas informed the focus of the training that was developed for Part II of the 
research .. 
The open-ended comments revealed that MUS I ADM and in particular 
MUS frequently identified and defined teacher behaviors that were not noted by 
ADM. For example, MUS and ADM/MUS pointed out the instrument specific 
suggestions made by the teacher as an indication of strong content knowledge, 
along with comments about intonation, conducting, and the use of humming and 
singing in the rehearsal (also noted as an instructional strategy.) ADM/MUS and 
MUS also noted that assessment was formative, continuous, and timely in 
delivery. They also saw diversity as being addressed according to the specific 
needs of the various instruments, and the fact that high expectations were set for 
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all in the classroom. The implication appeared to be (and was stated overtly in 
one comment) that in an ensemble, everyone must reach the highest level of 
performance for the ensemble as a whole to achieve. Non-verbal behaviors such 
as eye contact, humming, gesture, and especially facial expression were noted as 
particularly important most often by ADM/ MUS and MUS. In general, MUS and 
ADM/MUS had more to say on the open-ended comments than ADM. These 
results provided further information to contribute to the development of the 
training for Part II. 
Analysis of the open-ended comments on the TOR also revealed the 
difficulty in gaining consistent, unbiased results in an observation. Five points 
were mentioned on which participants had diametrically opposing views of the 
same model teacher: a) appropriate use of sarcasm vs. inappropriate use of 
sarcasm; b) continuous assessment vs. not much evidence of assessment; c) 
questioning used rhetorically and specifically vs. questioning not used well; d) 
goals not evident vs. goals evident; and e) pointing out of individuals seen as 
both a positive and negative tactic. 
Analysis of the question regarding the degree to which specific music 
teacher characteristics were considered in an observation revealed that musically 
trained individuals (MUS) placed a significantly higher value on the ability to 
accurately assess musical behavior, specialized knowledge needed for choral, 
instrumental, or general music, and outstanding performance and musicianship 
skills when compared with non-musically trained administrators (ADM). 
Motivation, enthusiasm and energy were broadly noted by all three groups in 
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the open-ended comments, suggesting that these traits are highly valued. 
However, there was a cautionary note that while a charismatic teacher without 
the musical skills might be very motivational, they might also produce 
"disastrous musical results." This suggests that although participants valued 
these characteristics, musical skills should not be overlooked. 
On the question of level of confidence in observing and evaluating music 
teachers, ADM were found to be significantly less confident, particularly in 
comparison to ADM/MUS. More than twice as many ADM/MUS felt very or 
extremely confident in their observations and evaluations (84.2%) compared to 
ADM (39.1%) who felt the same. MUS fell midway between these percentages 
(60%). It could be speculated from this data that while MUS participants are 
more confident in their musical perceptions, they were less confident in their 
abilities to observe appropriately. Open-ended comments suggested that those 
who were confident were so due to their musical background or training, and 
those who were not were so due to their lack of musical background or training. 
Although no statistically significant differences were found in the 
question asking if participants approached the observation and evaluation of 
music teachers differently, ADM/MUS showed the most variation in their 
responses, suggesting more varied opinions. The majority of the responses 
overall indicated that there were some differences in their approach, but open-
ended comments offered only a few insights to shed light on those differences. 
"Good teaching is good teaching" was a comment by several (ADM and 
ADM/MUS) that suggested the belief that music teachers should not be 
observed or evaluated differently from other teachers. However, others 
commented that standard observation protocols often do not fit entirely well 
with music teacher observations. 
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General comments at the conclusion of the research showed that there was 
not a consistent view of how to approach the observation and evaluation of 
music teachers leading an ensemble. ADM participants noted both confidence 
and lack of confidence. ADM/MUS participants saw the value of a musically 
trained observer I evaluator, but also felt that a good music teacher should 
display many of the same qualities of a non-music teacher. MUS expressed 
concern whether a non-musically trained individual would be able to accurately 
assess and evaluate a music teacher due to their lack of knowledge of content. 
It is interesting to contrast ADM 1 (described above in the discussion of 
the TOR comments) with another ADM (ADM 2) who also indicated he did not 
have musical background, but was very confident in his observations and 
evaluations. ADM2 was outside the SD for all ADM on the TOR in the categories 
of Content Knowledge, Instructional Strategies, Assessment, and Student 
Diversity. This individual did not contribute any open-ended comments save a 
final comment, and indicated that he did not approach music teacher observation 
and evaluation any differently than other teachers. On the question of the Degree 
to Which Music Teacher Characteristics are Considered, ADM2 indicated that he 
always considered Enthusiasm, Intensity I Energy I Magnitude, Eye Contact, and 
Ability to Motivate. He did not consider Ability to Accurately Assess Musical 
Behavior; considered to a small degree Knowledge of Music Theory and History 
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and Specialized Knowledge for Choral/Instrumental/General Music; and often 
considered Outstanding Performance and Musicianship Skills. In a final 
comment, ADM2 stated, "Without a music background, I look for good 
pedagogical techniques and student engagement." The fact that ADM2 is very 
confident, yet not knowledgeable; is outside the SD for all ADM in this research; 
and has the authority to evaluate music teachers is a concern. These two 
contrasting examples (ADM 1 and ADM 2) illuminate the extremes of possible 
responses from ADM who have direct impact on the evaluation of music 
teachers. 
The intent of Part I of this research was to reveal differences that might 
exist in the observation and evaluation of music teachers leading an ensemble 
when completed by individuals with varying levels of musical background. The 
research identified numerous aspects of teaching music that might be observable 
by a non-musical individual if they were made aware of them. Additionally, 
there were aspects that participants with musical background defined somewhat 
differently than did those who were not have musical background. These then 
became the focus of training in Part II of the research. 
Results and Analysis for Part II 
Intervention results for the TOR. While the first part of this research was 
causal-comparative, in this part of the research, five participants participated in a 
pre-test posttest quasi-experiment with training in the observation of music 
teachers as the intervention. All participants were classified as ADM, 
administrators without musical background. They first completed the same TOEI 
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that was used in the first part of the research, including the Teacher Observation 
Rubric and the Attitudinal/Demographic Survey, as the pretest. An addition<U 
question asked them to describe the observation protocol in use in their school 
district if there was one and the participant could identify it. They then 
participated in a 75-minute training session in the observation of music teachers 
leading an ensemble that was based on the findings of Part I of this research as 
the intervention. A detailed description of the training and pedagogy for the 
training can be found in Chapter III. They were asked to observe and evaluate a 
music teacher leading an ensemble that would be part of their normal 
supervisory responsibilities, as a way to practice applying their newly acquired 
knowledge. This observation was to be of a teacher under their supervision and 
the observation was to be a normally scheduled observation consistent with their 
existing protocol. Finally, they were to complete the TOEI a second time, as the 
posttest. Demographic information that would have been redundant was deleted 
on the posttest, and an item asking opinions about the effectiveness of the 
training session was added. 
While the number of participants was small (N = 5), the results provided 
valuable information. Two-tailed paired samples t-tests were conducted on the 
same questions as Part I of the research, to determine what, if any, change might 
have occurred in the participants' responses pre- and post-test. Examining the 
responses on the TOR, there were no statistically significant differences between 
the pre- and post-test scores. However, Content, t(4) = 2.24, p = .09, Planning, t(4) = 
1.87, p = .14, Instructional Strategies, t(4) = 2.56, p = .06, and Assessment, t(4> = 1.83, 
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p = .14, all showed trends that should be taken into consideration. Correlations 
were very strong and suggested a trend in Assessment, r(pre-postl = .87, p = .05. 
Correlations were strong but suggested only a trend in Content Knowledge, r(pre-
post) = .75, p = .15, and Diversity, r(pre-post) = .77, p = .13. Comments did not reveal 
. additional information that enlightened the findings. It is interesting to note that 
the means increased in each category by an average of 1.14 points. However, 
these results need to be treated with caution, as large differences in the scores 
reported for one participant can influence the mean when there are so few 
participants. One participant in particular had large increases in the raw scores 
pretest to posttest, while the others either maintained the same score or increased 
slightly. There were only two instances in the raw scores in which the posttest 
score was lower than the pretest score by one point in each case. A comparison of 
the standard deviation is also interesting. Of particular note is the change in 
standard deviation in the categories of Content Knowledge (1.34 pretest to .55 
posttest) and Instructional Strategies (2.05 pretest to .89 posttest), reflecting 
consistent areas of interest with the t-test results, and both being areas of focus in 
the training (Figure 9). 
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Figure 9 
Comparison of Means and Standard Deviation Pre- and Posttest on the TOR in Part II 
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Pre-test Mean 5.4 4.4 4.2 4.6 4.6 4.0 5.4 
SD 1.34 1.82 2.05 2.51 2.07 2.55 1.34 
Post- Mean 6.4 5.8 6.4 5.6 5.4 5.0 6.0 
test 
SD 0.55 1.30 0.89 2.07 2.07 2.55 1.23 
p < .05 
Intervention results for the Attitudinal Survey. 
Degree to which specific music teacher characteristics are considered. On 
the question of the degree to which specific music teacher characteristics are 
considered, there were again no statistically significant differences comparing 
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pre- and posttest. However, there were two categories that showed trends: 
Specialized knowledge, t<4> = 2.75, p = .05, and ability to assess musical behavior, 
t<4> = 2.45, p = .07. There were no correlations that showed significance or trends, 
and no comments. 
Confidence level. A statistically significant difference was found on the 
question of confidence level when observing music teachers leading an ensemble 
(t<4> = 3.16, p = .03). The pretest mean of 2.20 increased to a posttest mean of 3.20, 
with SD of .84 in each case, reflecting a change from being 
somewhat/ moderately confident to moderately I very confident. Two 
participants commented on the posttest that they felt more confident than before, 
with one also commenting that more information and practice was needed in 
order to feel more secure. 
Observing music teachers differently. A statistically significant difference 
was also found in the question asking if participants approached the observation 
of music teachers differently from other teachers. The pretest mean of 2.60 with 
SD of .90 moved to a posttest mean of 1.60 with SD of .55, suggesting more 
consistency in the responses. These numbers indicate that they considered 
observing music teachers in the somewhat or not at all differently range pretest 
compared to the completely or somewhat differently range post-test. Two tailed 
paired samples t tests resulted in t<4> = 3.16, p = .03, showing statistical 
significance. Comments revealed a more striking response. Pre-test comments 
suggest that the participants were aware of differences, or tried to observe music 
teachers differently, but seemed somewhat unsure of how to define those 
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differences. One mentioned seeking "structure and feedback as key components" 
in the rehearsal setting to help them gain a better understanding of what they 
saw. They had much more to say on the post-test. Two commented on the need 
for planning that is required in rehearsal, as it is in any class, but noted that it 
"looks different." Two commented on the communication of the teacher to the 
student through gesture and action, one stating, "I also notice that the teachers 
gestures are an extremely important part of communication within the 
classroom ... The teacher needs to be able to create relationships with his/her 
class in order to be successful." Another commented on how differentiation 
appears in a different way in the ensemble. One acknowledged the importance of 
quality and timely feedback to the students, stating, "I think I will be looking 
more closely at the feedback that my music teachers provide for our students. 
Given music instruction is very different from traditional instruction, feedback is 
key in providing guidance and encouraging students to continue in their study 
and practice." 
School observation protocol and change due to participation in the 
research. There were two additional questions on the post-test that provided 
context for the responses and feedback on the training provided for the research. 
Four of the five participants reported that their school districts used Dr. 
Charlotte Danielson's teacher evaluation model, with one mentioning that Dr. 
Robert Marzano' s1 approach had also been utilized. Participants were also asked 
if they felt their approach to observing a music teacher in an ensemble setting 
1 Dr. Robert Marzano, of the Learning Sciences Marzano Center, is not to be confused 
with Dr. Charles Maranzano, author of two resources for this study. 
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. had changed as a result of participating in the research. One responded that 
there was a fair amount of change, three responded that there was a considerable 
amount of change, and one responded that their approach was completely 
changed. Comments indicated that they had more "tools" with which to evaluate 
the music teacher. Another stated, "I now focus more on the learning that takes 
place in the classroom. I have a clearer understanding of what is taking place and 
realize that eye contact and gestures play a large role in the learning process. I 
look differently at differentiation." Finally, one commented, "Although I am not 
an expert by any measure, I now have a better sense of what to look for and how 
things build within an ensemble lesson" (quotes from participants on Part II of 
the research.) 
Summary of Part II Findings. 
Part II of this research sought to answer the question: To what extent does 
training in the observation and evaluation of music teachers affect the actual 
evaluation completed by a participant with little or no musical background 
and/ or the attitude toward music teacher observation? With only N = 5 
participants, all findings need to be treated with caution. A comparison of the 
means and SD on the results of the Teacher Observation Rubric (TOR) showed 
an increase in scores in each of the seven categories of the TOR, although 
statistically only trends were present in four categories. Pretest scores were lower 
than posttest scores in each category, with SD narrowing in five of the seven 
categories. Changes in the SD were particularly notable in Content Knowledge 
(1.34 pretest to .55 post-test) and Instructional Strategies (2.05 pre-test to .89 post-
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test), areas of focus in the training. It is also interesting to note that the Part II 
participants scored overall lower than the Part I ADM participants on the pretest, 
but scored either higher or between ADM/MUS and MUS on the posttest in 
Content, Planning, and Instructional Strategies. In five of the seven categories, 
Part II posttest scores were higher than Part I ADM scores (Figure 10). This 
suggests that in general, participants' evaluations post-training were more in 
agreement with ADM/MUS and MUS participants in Part I of the study. 
Figure 10 
Comparison Chart of Part I and Part II Means and SD on TOR, All Groups 
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Table 11 
Comparison of Part I and Part II Means and Standard Deviation on TOR, All Groups 
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IADM Mean 5.70 5.17 5.13 5.78 5.74 4.70 5.48 
n =23 SD 1.06 1.78 1.33 1.24 1.29 1.69 1.50 
II Pre-test Mean 5.40 4.40 4.20 4.60 4.60 4.00 5.40 
N=5 SD 1.34 1.82 2.05 2.51 2.07 2.55 1.34 
I 
ADM/MUS Mean 6.16 5.47 5.42 5.95 5.95 5.05 6.00 
n = 19 SD 1.12 1.93 1.61 1.62 1.78 1.72 1.49 
II Post-test Mean 6.40 5.80 6.40 5.60 5.40 5.00 6.00 
N=5 SD 0.55 1.30 0.89 2.07 2.07 2.55 1.23 
IMUS Mean 6.29 5.95 6.00 6.19 6.33 5.29 6.29 
n =21 SD .90 1.02 1.05 .98 .86 1.52 .78 
p = <.05 
The disparate number of participants in Part I and Part II made statistical 
comparison of these groups questionable, however trends are revealed that 
suggest further and more extensive research. It is interesting to note that Content 
and Instructional Strategies were areas of focus for training as identified in Part I 
of the research, and that these two areas in particular show the greatest change 
when comparing means and pre- and posttest scores, and in comparison to Part I 
participants' scores. While no definitive claims can be made, this suggests that 
something, potentially the training, influenced the responses on the posttest in a 
positive way. 
On the question of the degree to which specific music teacher 
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characteristics are considered, there were no statistically significant findings, 
however trends suggested a change in the categories of specialized knowledge 
and ability to assess musical behavior. As the training focused on music specific 
behaviors in general, it is possible that this change is the result of the training, 
but there is no conclusive evidence to support definitively or statistically that this 
is the case. 
In the areas of confidence level in observing and evaluating music 
teachers and on the question asking if the participants observed and evaluated 
music teachers differently there were statistically significant findings. 
Confidence levels increased from a pre-test mean of 2.20 to a post-test mean of 
3.20, with SD of .84 in each case, resulting in t<4l = 3.16, p = .03. This means that on 
average, they moved from somewhat/ moderately confident to moderately I very 
confident. Scores on the observing and evaluating music teachers differently 
question found that the pretest mean of 2.60 with SD of .89 moved to a posttest 
mean of 1.60 with SD of .55, with t tests resulting in t(4l = 3.16, p = .03. This 
translates to a higher number of participants saying they either considered 
observing music teachers completely or somewhat differently post-test compared 
to somewhat or not at all differently pre-test. Comments on these sections 
supported responses on the question of change in their approach to observation 
of music teachers due to participation in the research. In the view of the 
participants, participating in the research changed their approach a fair amount 
(n =1), a considerable amount (n = 3), or completely (n = 1). It is difficult to say if 
the training was the sole influence in these changes, as the very fact of 
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participating in a research and drawing attention to a topic may have influenced 
the opinions and responses of the participants. However, analysis of .the statistics 
from the TOR suggest that the areas showing the most differences between the 
groups as identified in Part I, and focused upon in the training for Part IT showed 
trends supporting the possible conclusion that training made a positive influence 
in the observations and evaluations completed by ADM participants in Part IT of 
the research. 
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CHAPTER VI: SUMMARY AND SYNTHESIS 
Introduction and Purpose 
The experience of Principal Frank and Mrs. Woods as described in the 
opening vignette is most certainly not unique. Music teachers have long 
bemoaned the fact that administrators who are not trained in music observe and 
evaluate their teaching (Taebel, 1990b). They have often expressed their desire to 
have someone knowledgeable in music completing their evaluations (Collins, 
1996; Taebel, 1990b; Maranzano, 2002). Because arts teachers need to be at once 
artists and educators, both "committed to their craft and to children" (Shuler, 
1996, p. 2), they ask, how does one who is not trained in an artistic discipline 
know what to look for when observing and evaluating performance based 
artistic instruction? The National Association for Music Education's (NAfME, 
formerly MENC) agrees that a qualified evaluator is an important aspect of 
teacher observation and evaluation, and emphasizes in their Teacher Evaluation 
Position Statement that "Successful Music Teacher Evaluation: (e) must limit 
observation-based teacher evaluations to those conducted by individuals with 
adequate training in music as well as in evaluation" (NAfME, 2011, p. 2). 
Despite these expressions of the importance of musical training for 
evaluators, evaluations are typically completed by school administrators within 
their building of supervision, regardless of their area of subject area training 
(Colley, 1989), and typically using whatever observation protocol for evaluation 
that has been adopted district wide. Danielson and McGreal (2000), whose 
observation and evaluation protocol is widely used, repeatedly emphasize the 
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importance of evaluators trained in observation techniques. Despite that, they do 
not differentiate those observation techniques according to content, and claim the 
generalist framework is completely applicable to all content areas. 
Attention to teacher evaluation has increased in scope and significance 
with the implementation of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 and 
more recently, the Obama Administration's competitive Race to the Top 
program. Discussion of teacher evaluation is frequently seen in the news, 
creating a high-stakes environment for teachers and concern for fair and 
equitable evaluations. With the heavy emphasis on tested subjects, the focus and 
wording of observation protocols appears to emphasize observation of those 
subjects, additionally marginalizing non-tested subjects, and causing more 
concern for teachers of non-tested subjects that they will not be given the same 
consideration in the evaluation process. While many support the idea that direct 
classroom observation should not be the only measure for teacher evaluation 
(Danielson & McGreal, 2000; Nolan & Hoover, 2008; Maranzano, 2002; Darling-
Hammond, 1990), it will undoubtedly continue to play a significant role. 
The purpose of this research was to examine the impact of observation 
background and musical background on the evaluation of music teachers and 
specific attitudes of the administrators completing the observations. With so 
much that is at stake, this research sought to respond to some of the concerns 
expressed by music teachers about the current status of observation and 
evaluation of their teaching. 
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Summary of Major Results 
Part I Major Results. Part I of the research found that there were no 
statistically significant differences in the evaluation scores by participants with 
varying levels of background in observation and in music, supporting the claim 
by some administrators and authors that background in music is not necessary to 
equitably evaluate a music teacher. There were, however, differences found in 
the evaluations that suggested that musically trained individuals were more 
attentive to aspects specific to the music classroom that may have influenced 
their evaluations in a positive direction. A discussion of these differences 
follows. 
In each of the seven categories of the TOR, a comparison of the means 
showed that musically trained participants (ADM/MUS and MUS) consistently 
scored the teacher in the video higher than non-musically trained individuals 
(ADM). When analyzed statistically using a series of ANOV As, there was 
general agreement by all groups in the areas of Planning, Assessment, Classroom 
Environment, and Diversity. However, three areas on the TOR showed trends 
suggesting that there might be more important differences between the 
evaluation scores of musically trained observers and non-musical observers. 
These areas were Content, Instructional Strategies, and Context Specific 
Characteristics, all areas closely related to the content area of music. Open-ended 
comments provided further evidence, as they opened a window into the thinking 
of the participants. ADM/ MUS and MUS participants offered more frequent, 
specific, and in-depth comments than ADM participants, including instrument 
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specific suggestions, acknowledgement of the continuous, formative assessment 
that takes place in a rehearsal, the importance of timely feedback, humming used 
as both an instructional strategy and as an assessment, and the use of facial 
expression and gesture. The comparatively low number of comments from ADM 
participants, and the fact that one participant (ADM 1) was responsible for 40% 
of those comments suggest that possibly they did not notice these items, or did 
not feel they were significant or important enough to mention. 
Additionally, musically trained participants appeared to be broader and 
more inclusive in their interpretation of educational terms frequently used in 
generalist observation protocols. The examples from this research as noted above 
regarding instrument specific suggestions, continuous formative assessment, and 
humming as an instructional strategy are good examples, although there were 
many. Musically trained participants specifically included these characteristics 
in their comments for the observation questions, Attention to Diverse Learners 
(addressing instrument specific suggestions), Assessment (the use of continuous 
formative assessment as feedback in the rehearsal process), and Instructional 
Strategies (the use of humming as a means of musical instruction.) By 
comparison, outside of the singular ADM participant who commented on each 
item (ADM 1), there were only three comments from ADM participants that 
made similar sorts of interpretations (use of humming as an instructional 
strategy or for assessment, and use of gesture and eye contact to influence 
classroom environment.) 
Clearly, musically trained individuals were defining certain aspects of the 
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ensemble rehearsal as important to the instructional process that generalist 
administrators with no musical background were overlooking. This is an 
important finding, as it may explain some of the differences in the ranking by 
non-musically trained and musically trained participants, as noted above. While 
these differences were not as dramatic as music teachers might expect them to 
be, this research suggests they do exist. Since it is possible that the limited scope 
of this research might be preventing larger effects from being evident, further 
research with a larger sample would be important to determining potential 
significance. 
It is interesting to compare these results with the results of Taebel's 
(1990b) research of the state teacher evaluation system in Alabama. While his 
study did not differentiate between musically trained and non-musical 
observer I evaluators, he found that music teachers were scored significantly 
lower than general classroom teachers in seven out of nine competencies on the 
observation protocol used by the state (1990b ). There are also echoes of the 
current study's findings relative to the interpretation of terms on the observation 
protocol. For example, in his study, Taebel found that of the ten competencies 
being evaluated, music teachers scored the lowest on "Provides for practice and 
application" because of the way this competency was defined. There, it was 
defined as "the teacher (a) circulating through the class and giving assistance as 
required and (b) assigning independent class work or homework" (1990b, p. 17), 
activities that are not a typical part of an ensemble rehearsal. And yet, it would 
seem evident that "practice and application" as defined by a music teacher 
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would be core to any rehearsal. This is one of several examples that placed 
music teachers at a distinct disadvantage in the Taebel study. Bearing this in 
mind, for my research, I deliberately left the terms open and vague to allow for 
different interpretations, seeking to find out if musically trained individuals 
might interpret the terms in a way that was more inclusive to the subject area. 
Findings showed that musically trained individuals defined some categories in 
terms that bore a music specific viewpoint e.g. defining "diversity" in terms of 
the needs of the various instruments in an ensemble. Taebel's findings and those 
of the current research regarding interpretation of terms suggests a real and 
important issue for music teacher evaluation, and supports the need for further 
and more extensive research on this topic. 
Open-ended comments in the current research also revealed that there 
were other teacher behaviors not included in the TOR that many participants 
found important enough to mention. In particular, non-verbal behaviors such as 
eye contact, humming, gesture, and especially facial expression were listed in a 
variety of categories, most often by ADM/MUS and MUS. The importance of 
non-verbal behaviors in the rehearsal setting is also supported by numerous 
studies (Bergee, 1992; Madsen, 2003; Madsen et al., 1992; Frederickson, 1992; 
Yarbrough, 1975; Taebel, 1980; Johnson, Darrow & Eason, 2008). However, these 
characteristics are not among those listed in the generalist observation and 
evaluation protocols, nor is there a clear category in which they might fit. This 
again leaves the door open to the possibility that while a musically trained 
observer might look for these behaviors, as noted above, a non-musically trained 
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observer might not consider them at all, as they are not listed in generalist 
protocols and might not be aware that these behaviors would be important, 
potentially affecting the accuracy and outcome of their evaluations. If 
administrators' lack of awareness of specific teacher characteristics or strategies, 
or differences in interpretations of terms are affecting the results, then better 
understanding may ultimately relate to fairer and more equitable evaluations of 
music teachers. 
Part I of this research also compared the degree to which other specific 
music teacher characteristics (as identified in music education research but 
absent from generalist observation protocols) were considered in the 
observations completed by each group (ADM, ADM/MUS, and MUS). It is not 
surprising that the statistical significance and narrow SD found in the categories 
of Ability to Assess Musical Behavior, Specialized Knowledge for 
Choral/Instrumental/General music, and Outstanding Performance and 
Musicianship showed that these were important to MUS. The broad agreement 
of all participants on the importance of Enthusiasm, Eye Contact, 
Intensity /Energy /Magnitude, and the Ability to Motivate is equally not 
surprising, as these are all aspects that could easily be observed and evaluated by 
either a generalist or a musically trained individual. While the participants in this 
research did not have specific definitions of intensity and magnitude to consider 
as they responded to the question, the terms project a general idea of an energetic 
and focused teaching style, and these characteristics are frequently assumed to 
be particularly important in music classes. The exclusion of these traits in 
generalist observation protocols suggests another important gap. Stodolsky 
(1990) articulates it well, saying: 
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The categories built into an observation system focus attention on some 
aspects of instructional activity and exclude others .. .It is better to 
explicitly recognize these choices than to think that one is being objective, 
scientific, or neutral by using a systematic observational procedure. In 
developing or selecting an observational protocol, one embodies 
assumptions and beliefs about how teaching is constituted and makes 
decisions about those aspects worthy of attention and scrutiny. (p. 175-6) 
If generalist observation and evaluation protocols do not include characteristics 
that are considered important to the success of a music teacher leading an 
ensemble (much like the non-verbal behaviors noted above), then these teachers 
are not being evaluated on what is considered as important to their success and 
effectiveness as a music teacher. 
Yet, when it comes to the specific question of 
Intensity /Energy /Magnitude, a balance must be struck. Other researchers 
confirm a comment made by one participant in the research who cautioned that 
enthusiastic delivery should not be the sole or primary indicator of effectiveness 
(a trend that was found to be the case in at least one participant for this research, 
ADM 2, who was closely examined as a sample.) Yarbrough and Madsen (1998) 
cite numerous studies stating, "Although enthusiasm may be an essential 
indicator of high intensity, no amount of it will make the teaching ultimately 
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successful if the teacher has inadequate knowledge of the subject matter or poor 
verbal ability" (p. 472). 
This leads one to consider the possibility that perhaps the individuals 
most suitable for evaluating music teachers are those with both administrative 
training and musical training (ADM/MUS), as they are in a position to 
understand and be able to observe the balance of music specific characteristics 
and generalist teacher characteristics; the nuance of the interaction that takes 
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place in musical instruction; and the manner in which music specific teacher 
behaviors might fit in generalist observation protocols (a practice mentioned by 
some participants.) In this research, these were also the individuals who were 
most confident in their observations of music teachers; made the most reference 
in the open ended comments to standards, curriculum, and questioning for 
engagement and deeper thinking (utilizing administrator's language); referred to 
Tier II and Tier III vocabulary (vocabulary more specific to the content); and 
appeared to be more aware of general teacher characteristics as they applied to 
the music classroom, such as the importance of routines and use of wait time. 
They were also found to be in the middle when comparing means on the TOR 
and in several categories in the question of "Degree to which specific music 
teacher characteristics are considered." In the categories of Ability to Assess 
Musical Behavior, Specialized Knowledge for Choral/Instrumental/General 
music, and Outstanding Performance and Musicianship Skills, areas in which 
there was statistical significance, ADM/MUS appeared to value these 
characteristics, as evidenced by their higher means and smaller SD compared to 
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ADM, but did not value them as much as MUS, having lower means and wider 
SDthanMUS. 
Though this research suggests that ADM/MUS would be in the best 
position to see both sides of the observation/ evaluation picture, there were some 
puzzling findings on the final attitudinal question in Part I. This question asked 
if the participants approached observing and evaluating music teachers leading 
an ensemble any differently than other teachers. While there were no statistically 
significant results, a majority of all the participants (65.5%, n = 36) responded, "in 
some ways." Those differences included ensemble classroom specific 
considerations such as the typically large class size making classroom 
management and routines a more important factor, the need for specific feedback 
and correction, and the use of performance as a response, among others. A 
complete list can be found in Chapter N. For ADM/MUS participants, while 
68.4% (n = 13) indicated that they either observed music teachers completely 
differently or in some ways, 31.6% (n = 6) reported that they did not observe 
music teachers differently or that they never thought about it before participating 
in this research. By contrast, 84.6% (n = 11) MUS participants stated that they 
observed music teachers completely differently or in some ways, and 15.4% (n = 
2) said they did not, or had never thought about it. ADM were this time in the 
middle. One could speculate that ADM/MUS felt they could apply their 
training in observation and evaluation to the familiar subject area of music 
without much change in thinking on their part. However, this topic would have 
to be researched further with a much larger sample to confirm that speculation. 
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To summarize, while there were no statistically significant findings to . 
support the supposition that administrators with no musical training observe 
music teachers differently than individuals with musical training, there is much 
other evidence to consider: (a) there was a consistent pattern in the differences 
between group means (ADM, ADM/MUS, MUS) on the TOR; (b) scores between 
the three groups on three categories on the TOR approached statistical 
significance, indicating there might be specific differences between groups 
(Content, Instructional Strategies, and Context Specific Characteristics); (c) open-
ended comments supported the idea that these categories were important and 
considered differently by musically trained participants compared to non-
musically trained participants; (d) musically trained participants were attentive 
to specific behaviors that were overlooked or not deemed important enough to 
mention by non-musically trained participants in open-ended comments; and (e) 
non-verbal behaviors were especially notable to musically trained participants, 
yet are not to be found on generalist protocols. These protocols also exclude 
other specific teacher behaviors and characteristics that are important in a music 
setting such as Ability to Assess Musical Behavior, Specialized Knowledge for 
Choral/Instrumental/General music, and Outstanding Performance and 
Musicianship Skills. 
Regarding specifically identified music teacher characteristics, broad 
agreement was found from all participants on easily observable characteristics 
such as enthusiasm, eye contact, and intensity/ energy/ magnitude. Yet there was 
concern expressed by some with musical background that a balance needed to be 
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struck between these characteristics and other music specific teaching behaviors 
in general. ADM/MUS appeared to possess the right combination of skills due to 
their musical training, which would help them identify the nuance of teaching 
strategies and characteristics unique to the rehearsal classroom, and their 
administrative training, which would allow them to adapt to a generalist 
protocol appropriately. 
Part II Major Results. The unfortunate reality is that most school districts 
do not have a musically trained individual to evaluate all music teachers as part 
of the administrative team. In the process of identifying administrators for 
purposes of this study, few districts were found to have a designated music 
supervisor or individual with a related title. And so the question remained, could 
non-musically trained administrators be given the tools to do a better job seeing 
some of the nuances of the music rehearsal classroom and music instruction as 
identified as important by musically trained participants in the first part of the 
research? 
Findings of Part I informed the training for Part II of the research, with the 
three areas identified as important (Content, Instructional Strategies, and Context 
Specific Characteristics) becoming a focal point for development of the 
instruction. These were enriched by the music specific characteristics and other 
details as identified in the open-ended comments and in the research in music 
teacher effectiveness completed in preparation for this research. Instruction 
based on the findings noted above in Part I included: (a) identifying music 
teacher characteristics found to be important and learning how they appeared in 
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a rehearsal setting; (b) learning how planning appears differently in a rehearsal 
compared to a general classroom; (c) identifying and learning how to spot music 
specific instructional strategies; (d) understanding the nature of formative and 
summative assessment in a rehearsal setting; (e) understanding the dynamics of 
classroom environment and management in a rehearsal with large numbers of 
students; (f) redefining (in certain aspects) working with diverse learners in an 
ensemble setting; and (g) understanding the importance and being attentive to 
the subtleties of non-verbal instruction and communication in the rehearsal. 
Additional items identified in previously conducted research were: (a) 
understanding the nature of teaching an expressive art; and (b) understanding 
the group dynamic and its importance in an ensemble. A complete description of 
the training and materials that were developed for the training can be found in 
Chapter III. 
Participants first completed the same TOEI as the first part of the research, 
participated in the training, practiced observing a teacher under their normal 
supervisory protocol, and then repeated the TOEI. Results showed that the 
pretest means of the participants in Part II were lower than the ADM participants 
in Part I of the research. However, posttest means increased in all seven 
categories of the TOR, and SD narrowed in five of the seven categories. Posttest 
means in five of the seven categories were higher than, equal to, or approaching 
the means of ADM/ MUS and MUS on Part I of the research. 
Additionally, the confidence level of the participants in completing an 
observation and evaluation of a music teacher increased significantly, from 
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"somewhat/moderately confident" to "moderately/very confident." They also 
changed their opinion of how they approach observing music teachers from the 
"somewhat or not at all differently" range pre-test compared to the "completely 
or somewhat differently" range posttest. Open-ended comments demonstrated 
an awareness of details of the rehearsal that had been previous! y overlooked and 
suggested that training was the primary influence on the change in scores. 
I am not claiming here that brief training in observing specific music 
teacher characteristics can in any way substitute for extensive training and 
background in music. Also, the small number of participants in this research 
requires caution to be used in interpreting these results. However, these findings 
suggest that it is possible to effect a change in the observations and evaluations 
completed by non-musically trained administrators through specific and 
targeted training. 
Discussion, Implications, and Recommendations 
For many administrators, the music ensemble classroom is an enigma. 
Comments on Part I of the research and discussion with participants during Part 
II of the research suggested that they felt the rehearsal looks different, feels 
different, the activity and pacing is different, and the instruction and learning is 
different when compared to a traditional classroom. Individual responses 
suggested that rather than be in error in their evaluations of teachers in this 
environment, some focused on aspects of teaching in which they felt more 
confident- m anagement, energy, enthusiasm, ability to motivate - and shied 
away from analysis and evaluation of content and context specific teaching 
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behaviors. As a result, their evaluations focused on important but not necessarily 
central aspects of the instruction, and resulted in what a music teacher might 
view as a superficial observation and evaluation. Perhaps this contributes to 
music teachers dismissing the observation process, feeling administrators do not 
"get it." 
Music professionals, as found in some MUS comments in this research, 
may be contributing to the problem. By taking the position that non-musicians 
do not have the skills necessary to completely understand the complexities and 
subtleties of rehearsal instruction, and that general observation protocols do not 
have much value because they do not "fit" the rehearsal classroom, they may be 
reinforcing the insecurity of some administrators by projecting a "superior" 
position. It also suggests that they may not be acknowledging aspects of 
pedagogy that are shared between general classrooms and rehearsal classrooms, 
as found in analysis of teacher characteristics investigated and compared when 
developing the TOR for the current research. 
On the other hand, there are those administrators who do not have music 
background, but are positive they will recognize good teaching when they see it, 
regardless of the subject, as exemplified by several participants in Part I of the 
current research, and in particular, ADM2, as described in Chapter V. Music 
teachers may take offense to this position, as they have spent a lifetime crafting 
their art and honing their skills. They may feel the administrator is diminishing 
the creative process of their art, treating it as if it were just another subject, and 
examining only their general pedagogical approach rather than considering what 
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it takes to teach artistry. 
All of the above contribute to the general attitude towards the observation 
and evaluation of music teachers as described at the opening of this chapter. As a 
step towards improving the situation, music teachers could be more proactive in 
helping their supervisors understand what to look for in their teaching, and 
build strong relationships with them. This can go a long way, as evidenced by 
one participant in this research, dubbed ADM 1. This participant was able to 
make specific and pointed comments for every category on the TOR, even 
though the participant indicated not having musical background. In open ended 
comments on the Level of Confidence question on the TOR, ADM 1 selected 
"extremely confident" for a response to confidence level in evaluating music 
teachers not only due to his training and background in observation, but also the 
"communication, understanding, and trust developed between the teacher and 
supervisor." In other comments, ADM 1 emphasized a close working 
relationship with music staff. The tone of the comments suggested that there 
was a very positive dynamic between the administrator and the music teachers. 
From this example, it would appear that administrators who are open to the 
possibility can learn much from the teachers they supervise. 
Another solution is for administrators to take part in training in the 
observation and evaluation of music teachers. In Part II of this research, it was 
found that training might bring the scoring of the evaluations completed by 
ADM more in line with the ADM/ MUS participants in Part I. As this was the 
group that appeared to be in the best position to fairly and equitably evaluate 
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music teachers, it suggests that a more reliable and valid evaluation might result 
with training. It could be argued that a little knowledge can be a dangerous thing 
i.e. non-musically trained administrators who participated in training might think 
they are more knowledgeable than they really are, and as a result, may 
inappropriately apply their new assumptions to an observation and evaluation of 
a music teacher. While this is a potential consequence, this research at least 
provides a starting point for more extensive and thorough research into the topic. 
The results of this research have real and important implications for 
developers of observation and evaluation protocols, administrators who use 
those protocols, and teachers of all subjects who are being observed by 
administrators using these protocols. This research showed that, contrary to the 
commonly held belief by many that teachers of all subjects can be observed and 
evaluated fairly using the same standard, there are important, context specific 
aspects of teaching in a music rehearsal classroom that need consideration. While 
there is some truth in the adage, "Good teaching is good teaching," the 
interpretation of the teacher behaviors and characteristics included as "good 
teaching" may vary considerably from subject to subject. The teacher behaviors 
that constitute "good teaching" in a high school English Literature class, for 
example, would be considerably different than those for an elementary Physical 
Education class. The elusiveness of defining exactly what this is has been at the 
core of this debate. Astute and conscientious administrators may take the 
initiative to educate themselves in the unique aspects of instruction for each 
subject area they supervise. However, this allows considerable room for 
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individual interpretation that may or may not be accurate. Observation protocols 
need to be designed to allow for these differences between subject areas so that 
administrators are consistent, and teachers of any subject are observed and 
evaluated fairly. 
In this research, training was limited in order to keep the time 
commitment for participants within an acceptable range. With additional time, 
training could be expanded to include more extensive information and checked 
for overall effectiveness. 
NAfME has an established an online presence for music teacher 
evaluation in the form of a portal, a repository and central location for links and 
information (http:/ I smte.us/ teacher-evaluation/). As an extension of this portal, 
NAfME could develop a website dedicated to providing information to 
administrators on the unique aspects of observing and evaluating music 
teachers. In the current online world, this could be designed to include video 
clips that would provide models of exceptional teaching, and guides for the 
viewer to practice the skills needed to observe music teachers leading an 
ensemble. 
Additionally, NAfME could reach out to other arts organizations to 
encourage similar research in other arts areas, with the potential of strengthening 
the case for subject specific evaluation flexibility, if similar results are found. 
This information could then be brought to school administrator organizations for 
presentation at conferences and inclusion in professional journals. More 
critically, NAfME and its state affiliates need to work with state Departments of 
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Education as they develop the state-wide protocols that will soon be used to 
evaluate teachers nation-wide. While some of this is already in motion, the 
imperative for action has become increasingly urgent, as the rush is on to satisfy 
lawmakers and the public that an appropriate teacher evaluation protocol is in 
place. 
Limitations 
Although every attempt was made to maximize sample size, it was 
difficult to obtain sufficient numbers of participants for this research, therefore 
limiting the generalizability of the results. The low number of participants also 
requires that the statistical analysis be treated with caution. No attempt was 
made to create a stratified random sample to equalize for demographic 
differences, again due to the low participation rate. Administrators are incredibly 
busy people, and few studies have been completed using them as participants. 
As a result, there is little basis of comparison to verify the results of this research. 
Additionally, the results of Part I of this research and the pre- and posttest 
of Part II of the research are limited by the fact that the participants were viewing 
a condensed video of 14 minutes in length and not a live classroom. The video 
provided necessary consistency for testing purposes. However, since student 
anonymity was required, participants were unable to observe student responses. 
The results in live classrooms, in which student responses could be observed 
directly by the evaluator, might be quite different. 
The video was of a white, male music teacher leading a high school wind 
ensemble in a suburban setting, limiting application of the results to these 
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circumstances only. Participants completed the research at their convenience. 
Although specific instructions were given to maximize the consistency of the 
results, there was no way to completely ensure that every subject followed the 
instructions to the letter. 
The small sample size for Part II of the research limits generalizability of 
these results. The participants in Part II of the research all came from suburban, 
moderately affluent school districts, limiting the generalizability of these results 
to this population. While there were three male and two female participants, 
there was no diversity of ethnicity or race, and little diversity in age. Not all 
participants were able to complete the follow up music teacher observation and 
posttest within the specified time frame following training, which may have 
affected the consistency of the results. The training developed for the research 
was required to be as short as possible to encourage greater participation, as 
individuals participated on a completely voluntary basis. This severely limited 
the amount of information and discussion that could be included in the training 
session. Training occurred at different times of day and under different 
circumstances in each building, which may have had an effect on the receptivity 
of the participants to the information being presented. Having used the TOR 
(Teacher Observation Rubric) on the pretest, familiarity with it and the teacher 
video used for evaluation may have affected the scores of the participants on the 
posttest. 
Directions for Future Research 
Music Education. As there has been limited research done on the topic of 
161 
music teacher evaluation in general, especially utilizing administrators as 
participants, this research needs to be expanded upon to confirm the accuracy of 
the results. A larger, broader sample of administrators from across several states 
would confirm or clarify the findings of this research. Conversely, a more 
targeted group of administrators within a school district or county, perhaps as a 
case study, would provide an interesting comparison to the findings of Part I of 
this research. 
Additional study could involve longer or more extensive training of the 
participants, or focus on specific areas of the training. Comparisons could then be 
made to detennine the most appropriate length of training to create the best and 
most long lasting effect. Other teacher I classroom combinations in the video used 
for another study would provide more options for research to detennine if a 
change in the teacher gender or age, classroom age group, or ensemble type 
would affect the results . While using a live classroom for the evaluation creates 
consistency problems for the researcher, a study examining observation and 
evaluation that uses a live classroom would provide more authentic data. 
Differentiated learning and special needs as traditionally defined in observation 
protocols are an additional area needing study, as these are areas frequently 
noted, and may be addressed in unique ways in the rehearsal setting 
More study needs to be done to delineate the unique position and views 
of administrators with musical training. In particular, how does their training in 
both music and observation temper their evaluations? Their insight on both sides 
of the issue would be helpful in bringing understanding to both music teachers 
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and administrators with no musical training. 
A fair amount of research exists identifying desirable music teacher traits 
such as ability to motivate, enthusiasm, intensity, energy, and magnitude. 
However, it is not clear why the value of these traits as found in music related 
studies is in conflict with earlier general education studies on personality traits in 
which they were dismissed as unimportant. This may be a particularly important 
area of study, as the rationale provided for the exclusion of these traits on general 
observation protocols has been those earlier general education studies. A joint 
study on this topic combining the efforts of researchers in music education and 
educational administration might provide unique insights into this issue. 
General Education. This research suggested that there were subject 
specific differences in the music ensemble classroom that were unique, and that 
an individual trained in music was more likely to observe. It suggested that a 
musically trained administrator would be more aptly suited and able to identify 
these unique differences. It is possible that these differences exist in other subject 
areas as well. A targeted study of administrators comparing their observations 
and evaluations of all teachers with those of teachers in the observer's area of 
specialty would be extremely helpful in developing appropriate definitions and 
protocols for all subjects and to determine if and where subject specific 
awareness might affect the observation and evaluation. 
An ancillary finding in this research found that administrators with 
experience in the elementary level interpreted certain teacher behaviors 
differently than administrators with experience in the secondary level (e.g. while 
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an elementary administrator took issue with the use of sarcasm in the video and 
marked the teacher lower, a secondary administrator saw the use of sarcasm as 
completely appropriate, and ranked the teacher higher.) A study of observations 
and evaluations completed by administrators with background in varying grade 
levels (elementary, middle school, high school) might provide more insight to 
understanding how bias may creep into an evaluation due to student-teacher 
interactions that are appropriate to one age level vs. another. In general, bias and 
subjectivity in the observation and evaluation of all teachers need to be carefully 
researched as new observation protocols are being developed. How do 
administrators become aware of their biases? How might they be instructed to 
correct for biases? 
Conclusion 
With this research, I set out to learn more about the perceived and real 
concerns expressed by music educators when being observed and evaluated in 
an ensemble classroom setting. In the current, highly charged atmosphere in 
education vis-a-vis testing, evaluation, accountability, and funding, it is critical 
that teachers of all subjects be given an equitable opportunity to be fairly 
evaluated. Statewide observation and evaluation systems must have flexibility in 
their definitions to allow for subject specific differences in instruction. Protocols 
must be more inclusive and varied when describing teacher characteristics as 
they relate to specific subject areas. Training can help administrators, who may 
have background in unrelated subject areas, become more aware of subject 
specific nuances. Teachers and administrators should recognize the opportunity 
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for collaboration and sharing in the observation and evaluation process. Finally, 
music teachers must accept the possibility that administrators have much to offer 
in strengthening instructional skills, classroom environment, and teaching in 
general, even if the administrators lack musical background. Unbiased by 
experience in music, they may be able to focus on observing instructional 
strategies, and provide targeted and specific feedback that the music teacher 
might not have considered. While music educators frequently strive for technical 
and musical excellence in their ensemble classrooms, non-musically trained 
administrators may bring greater awareness of teaching musical content to a 
greater depth. 
Direct observation is not likely to disappear from the evaluation process. 
The immediacy and multiplicity of factors that can be observed by the 
administrator sitting in a classroom - the energy of the students, the interaction 
between students and teacher- are key to informed evaluations. "Because of its 
recognized efficiency and widespread acceptance by teachers, observation 
becomes a primary source of evidence in holding a teacher's performance up 
against the standards," according to Danielson and McGreal (2000, p. 86). If 
teachers are to be held to uniform standards in their teaching, then 
administrators should be held responsible for nuancing evaluations according to 
subject area, to ensure uniformity in their observations. Yet, many existing 
popular observation protocols, while extensively researched in general 
education, provide little guidance with special area subjects. Indeed, special 
areas appear to be almost an afterthought in many protocols, if addressed at all. 
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Admittedly, the complexity of a music classroom requires a more finely tuned 
eye and ear; however, the current research shows that, with relatively brief 
training, a degree of awareness and attentiveness to the subtleties of the music 
classroom can be acquired. As educators, we have the responsibility and 
opportunity to improve not only the evaluation music teachers, but by extension, 
the evaluation of teachers of all non-tested subjects. With accountability 
governing so much of what goes on in every classroom, every teacher deserves 
this consideration. 
I 
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conduct an online rubric in which subjects view a video of a music teacher and complete an evaluation. 
For part I, you will receive an inquiry in approximately 6 months from the IRB to ascertain whether 
your study still meets the requirements for exempt review. You are approved to enroll up to 90 
subjects in part 1. 
Approval for part 2 was granted by the expedited review process in accordance with Federal Regulation 
45 CFR 46.110, Category 7. In part 2, you are approved to conduct a pre-test using the same methodology 
in part I, an intervention designed to instruct subjects on how to evaluate music teachers, and a post-test 
using the same methodology in. part 1. You are approved to enroll up to 53 subjects in part 2. 
The approval for part 2 is valid for one calendar year, from 6/8/2011 to 617/2012. Please note that if you 
plan to continue this study beyond 6n/2012, you must submit a progress report 6 weeks prior to the date 
of expiry. If IRB approval lapses, all research activities must cease untiiiRB approval is obtained. 
Conducting research without IRB approval is a reportable violation of Federal Regulations and 
Institutional Policy. 
Please note: any changes or modifications to the protocol as now approved must be reported to and acted 
on by the IRB prior to implementation. Please contact the IRB at 617 358-6115 if you have any questions 
or if the IRB can be of further assistance. 
Sincerely, ~ 
~h~ 
IRB Analyst, CRC IRB 
Boston University 
Boston University I r3osTnN-I 
l~ 
RESEARCH CONSENT FORM 
Title of Project: Evaluating Music Teachers: A Comparison of Evaluations by Observers with 
Varied Levels of Musical and Observational Training 
Principal Investigator: Joy Hirokawa 
Study Background 
I would like your pennission to enroll you in a study about the evaluation of music 
performance teachers. This study is being carried out by Joy Hirakawa, a Doctoral 
student at Boston University, as partial fulfillment of her degree requirements. As an 
administrator with responsibilities for teacher evaluation, your observations will help to 
determine what differences may or may not exist in your observations of music teachers 
leading performing ensembles, and if with training, any differences can be addressed. 
You are being asked to participate in the second of two parts of the study. 
This second part of the study will have three parts, involving evaluation of a 
demonstration lesson, training, and then a second evaluation of a demonstration lesson. 
You will be one of approximately 50 subjects asked to participate in the research. 
Participation will require 30-45 minutes of your time for the first evaluation of the 
demonstration lesson, approximately two hours of training, and another 30 - 45 minutes 
to complete a second evaluation of a demonstration lesson. In addition, following the 
training session, you will be asked to observe and evaluate a music teacher leading an 
ensemble. This would be an evaluation that would normally be part of your workload. 
expect that all parts of the research study will be completed within two months. 
Purpose 
The purpose of this study is to examine the evaluation of teachers of music performance 
classes, and how an administrator's background in music may or may not affect the 
evaluation of that teacher. 
What Happens in this Research Study 
The study is comprised of three parts. For the first part of the study, you will view and 
evaluate a 15 minute edited video of a rehearsal on-line. A rubric will be provided to you 
with instructions on how to complete the evaluation. This should take approximately 30 
- 45 minutes. We will then set a mutually convenient time to meet for a workshop in 
observing music performance teachers. Utilizing research-based information, the 
workshop will focus on observing teaching characteristics unique to the performing 
ensemble classroom. This training will last approximately 2 hours. I ask that you then 
complete one of your routine observations of a music ensemble teacher v.-ithin two weeks 
of the workshop. Finally, you will repeat the on-line evaluation of a differently edited 
rehearsal, to enable a comparison of observations pre- and post-workshop training. 
l!Pa ge Pha se II 
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To participate in this study, you must be a Pennsylvania school administrator with 
supervisory responsibilities that include the observation of music teachers. No 
randomization will occur, and all participants' responses that are complete will be 
included in the study. The research will take place online (video evaluation) as well as 
within your school district. 
Risks and Discomforts 
There are no foreseeable risks as a result of participation in this study. As all information will be 
coded, viewed, and maintained by the researcher alone, risks to loss of confidentiality are minimal. 
You may leave the study at any time. 
B~nefits 
You will not receive any direct benefits from participating in this study. However, this research 
may result in a contribution to a better understanding of the observation of music teachers leading 
ensembles. 
Alternatives 
Your alternative is to not participate in this study. 
Costs/ Payments 
There are no known costs to you for participating in this research study except for your 
time. You will not be paid to participate in this research study. 
Confidentiality 
No identifiable data will be collected as a part of the study, and data will not be linked 
with your identifying information at any time. The investigators will take appropriate 
care to protect the confidentiality of your private information. However, there is a slight 
chance that others could learn information about you from this study. 
The data will be stored electronically on the researcher's computer until completion of the study. 
No one will have access to the data other than the researcher. Backup of the data will be on an 
external hard drive belonging to the researcher. All data will be removed from the computer and 
external hard drive at the completion and final approval of the dissertation. The signed consent 
forms will be kept separate from the research data. 
Your information may be used in publications or presentations. However, the 
information will not include any personal information that will allow you to be identified. 
Information from this study and study records may be reviewed and photocopied by the 
sponsor, the institution and by regulators responsible for research oversight such as the 
Office of Human Research Protections, and the Boston University Institutional Review 
Board. 
Voluntary Participation 
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Taking part in this research is voluntary. You have a right to refuse to take part in this 
study. If you decide to be in this study you can refuse to answer any question if you wish. 
If you decide to be in this study and then change your mind, you can withdraw from the 
research. Refusal to participate will not involve any penalty or loss of benefits to which 
you are otherwise entitled. 
If there are any new findings during the study that may affect whether or not you wish to 
continue to take part in the research, you will be told about them as soon as possible. The 
investigator may decide to stop your participation in the study without your consent. This 
might happen if he/she decides that staying in the study will be bad for you or if he/she or 
the sponsor decides to stop the study. 
Contacts 
If you have questions regarding this research or if you have a research related injury, 
either now or at any time in the future, please contact Joy Hirokawa at 215-512-3792 or 
joyhirokawa@gmail.com, or Dr. Jay Dorfman at 617-353-8794 or jdorfman@bu.edu. 
You may obtain further information about your rights as a research subject by contacting 
the Boston University Institutional Review Board for Human Subjects Research at 617-
358-6115 or irb@bu.edu. 
Agreement to Participate 
By signing this consent form you are indicating that you have read this consent form or it 
has been read to you. You are also indicating that you have been given the opportunity to 
ask questions about the study and all of your questions have been answered to your 
satisfaction. By signing the consent form you are indicating that you voluntarily agree to 
participate in the study. You will be given a copy of the consent form to keep if you 
wish. 
Name of Subject 
Signature of Subject Date 
Printed name of person obtaining consent 
Signature of Person Obtaining Consent Date 
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A Research Study in the Observation of Music Teachers 
Joy Hirokawa, Researcher 
Boston University 
joyhirokawa@.gmail.com 
215-512-3792 
Teacher Observation Rubric Directions 
I I I CAC-IRB APProval: CO / s;; 1 1 
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study! Your contribution of time will further the 
understanding of the proCess of observing music teachers. The purpose of this study is to 
determine what teaching behaviors are noted by an administrator or music department leader 
observing a music class. The results of this part of the study will be used to devise training in the 
observation of music teachers, a secondary part of the research. This study is being completed to 
partially fulfill the investigator' s degree requirements for the College of Fine Arts of Boston 
University. Participation in this study is completely voluntary. You may leave the study at any 
time. The evaluation is expected to take 30- 35 minutes, but please allow 45 minutes of 
uninterrupted time to ensure you have sufficient time to complete the study. Responses will be 
completely confidential and anonymous. If you have further questions, please contact Joy 
Hirakawa at joyhirokawa@gmail.com or Dr. Jay Dorfinan at jdorfman@bu.edu. You may obtain 
further information about your rights as a research subject by calling the BU CRC IRB Office at 
617-358-6115. 
Please be sure to follow the directions carefully, as your attention to the details will ensure 
consistency in and validity of the study. 
A. Before you begin, please be sure that the following conditions are present: 
I. You have 45 minutes of uninterrupted time. While the actual evaluation is expected to 
take 30- 35 minutes. this will ensure that you will have enough time should you require 
it. 
2. You are in a location that is quiet and without distractions. 
3. You are working on a computer with an internet connection that is capable of 
downloading videos and you have the video downloaded and ready to view in one 
window on your computer. 
4. You have printed the Teacher Observation Rubric to use as a reference and for notes as 
you watch the video. 
5. You have 2 writing utensils for note taking. 
6. You have read all of the directions. 
7. You have opened the appropriate site on SurveyMonkey on your computer and have 
completed the initial consent forms and read the directions. Keep this second window 
open on your computer along with the window for the video. 
B. First, read through the Teacher Observation Rubric (TOR) in its entirety to be sure you 
understand each of the 7 questions and what each question is asking you to evaluate. 
C. You will watch the video of a music class one time. The recording lasts approximately 15 
minutes. 
• Do not stop and start the video. The objective is to replicate as closely as possible an 
observation taking place in a live classroom. 
• You may take notes on your printed TOR as you watch or directly into the notes sections 
on the on-line TOR on SurveyMonkey. 
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Posting to recmit subjects online on message boards: 
To: School Administrators and Music Department Leaders 
From: Joy Hirokawa, Moravian College/Boston University 
RE: Research in Music Teacher Observation and Evaluation 
Teacher evaluation has become a hot topic in education. As a person in a leadership position in education, 
I'm certain that you are concerned with the evaluation of all the teachers in your school district. Because 
of the unique nature of the subject, the evaluation of music teachers presents some specific challenges. 
As part of my doctoral studies, I am investigating the process of music teacher evaluation. I am requesting 
help in developing an approach by which music teachers can be consistently and effectively evaluated . 
I am asking for approximately 30 - 45 minutes of your time to view a video recording of a music teacher 
teaching, and to complete an evaluation rubric. The entire process is online, allowing flexibility as to 
when you might be able to complete the study. Responses will be anonymous and participation 
confidential. 
If you are interested in participating, please contact: 
Joy Hirokawa 
Moravian College, Visiting Instructor of Music Education 
Boston University, Doctoral student 
joyhirokawa@gmail.com 
w. 610-861-1671 
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To: School Administrators and Music Department Leader.; 
From: Joy Hirakawa, Moravian College/Boston University 
RE: Research in Music Teacher Observation and Evaluation 
As a person in a leadership position in education, I' m certain that you are concerned with the evaluation of 
teachers in your school district. Because of the unique nature of the subject, the evaluation of music 
teachers presents some specific challenges. As pan of my doctoral studies, I am investigating the process 
of music teacher evaluation. Specifically, I am examining what teacher behavior.; are observed in a music 
classroom. I'm requesting your help in developing an approach by which music teacher.; can be 
consistently and effectively evaluated. 
I am asking for approximately 30 - 45 minutes of your time to view a video recording of a music teacher 
teaching, and to complete an evaluation rubric. The entire process is online, giving you flexibility as to 
when you might be able to complete the study. Your responses will be anonymous and your participation 
confidential. Your involvement will contribute to the development of an evaluation tool that may benefit 
administrators and music teachers throughout Pennsylvania. 
Whether you choose to participate or not, I would be grateful if you could forward this invitation to 
participate in the study to other administrators who complete observations, and/or to the lead music teacher 
in your school district as well . This might be your music supervisor, lead teacher, head of the music 
department, or other music teacher in a position of authority within the music department in the school 
district. 
The links to complete this study are found below: 
I. link to directions to complete the study and the observation rubric 
2 . link to video 
3. link to surveymonkey 
Thank you so much in advance for your assistance in completing this study! If you have any questions, 
please feel free to contact Joy Hirakawa at 610-861 -1671 (work) or 215-512-3792 (cell). You may also 
reach me by email at joyhirokawa@gmail.com. lfyou are interested in the results of the study, please send 
me an email with "Study Results" in the subject line and 1 will be happy to forward them to you when the 
study is complete. 
Sincerely, 
Joy Hirakawa 
Moravian College, Visiting Instructor of Music Education 
Boston University, Doctoral student 
w. 610-861 - 1671 
joyhirokawa@gmai l.com 
I CRC:IRS ApprovaJ:1;?7 y;-Jtr 
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To: School Administrators in the XXXX School District 
From: Joy Hirokawa, Moravian College/Boston University 
RE: Research in Music Teacher Observation and Evaluation 
Date: XX!XX!XXXX 
As a person in a leadership position in education, I'm certain that you arc concerned with the evaluation of 
teachers in your school district. Because of the unique nature of the subject, the evaluation of music 
teachers presents some specific challenges. As part of my doctoral studies, I am investigating the process 
of music teacher evaluation. I am requesting your help in testing an approach by which music teachers can 
be consistently and effectively evaluated. · 
This part of my study has three steps. The first will require approximately 30-45 minutes of your time to 
view a video recording of a music teacher teaching, and to complete an evaluation rubric. This process is 
online, giving you flexibility as to when you might be able to complete the study. We will then arrange a 
mutually convenient time for all those participating in the study in your district to meet with me for training 
[length of time will be inserted here- TBD based on the findings of the first part of the study.] As 
observations are part of the typical routine for administrators, I ask that an observation of a music teacher 
take place within 2 weeks following the training. The online evaluation will then be repeated, utilizing a 
modified video recording of the same teacher and ensemble. 
Your participation will be completely voluntary, and the survey results will be completely confidential. 
The results of this study may benefit administrators across the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania in future 
observations and evaluations of music teachers. 
Thank you so much in advance for considering this venture! Please contact me by xxlx:xlxx to indicate 
your willingness to participate. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at610-861-1671 
(work) or 215-512-3792 (cell). You may also reach me by email atjoyhirokawa@gmail.com. If you are 
interested in the results of the study, please send me an email with "Study Results" in the subject line and 1 
will be happy to forward them to you when the study is complete. 
Sincerely, 
Joy Hirokawa 
Moravian College, Visiting Instructor of Music Education 
Boston University, Doctoral student 
w. 610-861-1671 
c. 215-512-3792 
joyhirokawa@gmail .com 
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Nolan & 
Hoover {2008) 
generalist 
Danielson 
{2007) 
generalist 
Bergee (1992) 
music 
Doerksen 
{2006) 
music 
Hamann & 
Gillespie 
{2009) 
music 
Madsen & 
Yarbrough 
{1985) 
music 
1.a 
1.1, 1.2. 1.3, 
1.4, 1.5, 1.6, 
1.7, 1.8. 1.9, 
C.3, C.4a, 
C.4b, D.4 
II . Planning A. 
Content 1 a, 1 b; 
II. Subject 
Matter 
Competence 
Musical: 1, 2 , 
5b, 7 
1.b, 1.c, 1.d. 
1.e 
3.5 
A.6, D.6 
II . Planning A 
Content 1c, 2; 
II . Planning B. 
Organization 
Musical: 13 
Items not specifically listed in Nolan & Hoover. 
Danielson: 2.e Organizing Physical Space 
1.e, 3.a, 3 .b, 
3.c, 3.e 
2.4 , 2.5, 2.6, 
2 .7, 3.3, 3.4, 
3.6, 3.8 
A13, C.1, C.2, 
C.3, D.7 
II. Pacing C; II. 
Sequencing 
etc. A 
Mus1cal : 3, 5a 
1.f, 3.d, 4.b 
II. Sequencing 
etc. B 
2.a, 2.b, 2.c, 
2.d 
2.1' 2.8. 3.2 , 
3.7 
A.1, A2,A.3, 
A.4. A5, A.7, 
A.8. A9, A.12 
A .14, 6 .1, 6 .2. 
6 .3. 8.4 6 .5 
I I. Pacing A, B; 
II. Teaching 
StyleS. C 
Musical:4, 6. 8 
1.b, 1.c, 3.e 4.a, 4.d, 4.e 
2.9. 3.1 
I 0 .1 
II . Pacing D 
Musical: 9 I M "''"'' 10 
Bergee: 1.10 Intensity, 2.2 ability to motivate, 2.3 interprets psychological mood of the group, 2.10 enthusiasm, 3.9 grammar and pronunciation 
Doerksen: A 10 sense of accomplishment, A 11 . students take pride, 0 .2 enthusiasm, 0 .3 energy and intensity, 0 .5 eye contact 
4.c, 4.d. 4.f 
3.10 
Hamann&. Gllespie: I. posture, eye contact, gesture, facial expression, vocal inflection (all about presentation); II Teaching style A. Charisma. energy', confidence, 
enthusiasm 
Madsen & Yarbrough: Personality lists 13 charactElf traits that do not fall 1n the above categories other than Punctual which could be under B. Professionalism; 
Also includes enthusiasm; Musica19. Initiative, 12. Leadership, 14. Ability to motivate. 
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Appendix C 
Email Inviting Participation in the Research 
To: School Administrators and Music Department Leaders 
From: Joy Hirakawa, Moravian College/Boston University 
RE: Research in Music Teacher Observation and Evaluation 
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Teacher evaluation has become a hot topic in education. As a person in a leadership 
position in education, I'm certain that you are concerned with the evaluation of all the 
teachers in your school district. Because of the unique nature of the subject, the 
evaluation of music teachers presents some specific challenges. 
As part of my doctoral studies, I am investigating the process of music teacher 
evaluation. I am requesting help in developing an approach by which music teachers 
can be consistently and effectively evaluated. 
I am asking for approximately 30-45 minutes of your time to view a video recording of 
a music teacher teaching, and to complete an evaluation rubric. The entire process is 
online, allowing flexibility as to when you might be able to complete the study. 
Responses will be anonymous and participation confidential. 
If you are interested in participating, please go to: 
http: I I www.surveymonkey.com/ s I teacher_observation_research 
Please feel free to forward this invitation to others who may be interested in 
participating, both administrators and music department leadership. The study will 
close 3 October 2011. 
Thank you! 
Joy Hirakawa 
Moravian College, Instructor of Music Education 
Boston University, DMA (anticipated December 2012) 
joyhirokawa@gmail.com 
w. 610-861-1671 
Appendix D 
Teacher Observation Rubric (TOR) 
1. Content knowledge: 
In what ways does the teacher demonstrate that he has a deep 
understanding of the content of the class? For example: 
• Understands the central concepts of the discipline 
• Represents content accurately for students 
• Links content with student experiences 
•Not observed 
•Other (Please specify) (Open ended paragraph box) 
Please rank the teacher: 
The teacher demonstrates deep understanding of content. (1 - 7 point 
scale from disagree to agree.) 
2. Planning: 
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In what ways does the teacher demonstrate that he develops long-range 
and daily plans that are appropriate for students and consistent with 
district curriculum and state standards? For example: 
• Demonstrates clear, achievable learning goals 
• Plans lessons in a justifiable sequence 
• Makes planning decisions based on students' prior knowledge and skills 
•Other (Please specify) (Open ended paragraph box) 
Please rank the teacher: 
The teacher demonstrates that he develops long-range and daily plans 
that are appropriate for students and consistent with district curriculum 
and state standards. (1-7 point scale from disagree to agree.) 
3. Instructional strategies and questioning: 
In what ways does the teacher use a variety of instructional strategies to 
engage students and promote deep understanding of content? For 
example: 
• Uses a variety of instructional strategies that are developmentally 
appropriate 
• Uses effective questioning to promote and assess student understanding 
of content 
• Employs activities aimed at in-depth, not just surface-level 
understanding 
•Captures "teachable moments" to maximize student engagement 
•Communicates clearly and effectively with students 
•Other (Please specify) (Open ended paragraph box) 
Please rank the teacher: 
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The teacher uses a wide variety of instructional strategies including 
effecting questioning to engage students in learning and promote deep 
understanding of content. (1-7 point scale from disagree to agree.) 
4. Assessment: 
In what ways does the teacher assess student understanding, provide 
feedback to students, and use assessment to plan instruction? For 
example: 
• Uses a variety of formal and informal assessment techniques 
• Assesses student understanding on an ongoing basis during instruction 
• Provides high-quality feedback to students in a timely manner 
• Reteaches lessons, if needed, based on assessment data 
•Other (Please specify) (Open ended paragraph box) 
Please rank the teacher: 
The teacher assesses student understanding frequently, provides feedback 
to students, and/ or uses assessment to plan instruction. (1-7 point scale 
from disagree to agree.) 
5. Classroom environment and management: 
In what ways does the teacher create a positive classroom environment 
and manage student behavior? For example: 
• Creates a classroom atmosphere that is respectful and nurturing for 
students 
• Establishes routines and procedures that organize the classroom 
environment and support learning activities 
• Focuses management on engaging students in productive learning 
activities 
• Employs effective transitions to maximize instructional time 
• In dealing with inappropriate behavior, focuses on interventions that 
help students learn to control their own behavior 
•Other (Please specify) (Open ended paragraph box) 
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Please rank the teacher: 
The teacher creates a positive classroom environment that is well 
organized and conducive to student learning, and/ or manages student 
behavior effectively. (1-7 point scale from disagree to agree.) 
6. Student diversity: 
In what ways does the teacher demonstrate an understanding of a wide 
variety of student diversity and respond to their needs? For example: 
• Differentiates instruction to accommodate the needs and strengths of all 
learners 
• Provides opportunities for students to examine events from multiple 
points of view 
•Sets high expectations for all students and respects the dignity of each 
student 
•Other (Please specify) (Open ended paragraph box) 
Please rank the teacher: 
The teacher understands and responds toa wide variety of student 
diversity. (1- 7 point scale from disagree to agree.) 
7. Significant context specific teaching behaviors: 
In what ways does the teacher utilize teaching behaviors significant to the 
context of the class? For example: 
• Leads the class with intensity I magnitude I energy 
• Demonstrates enthusiasm 
• Makes frequent eye contact 
• Demonstrates the ability to motivate 
•Other (Please specify) (Open ended paragraph box) 
Please rank the teacher: 
The teacher demonstrates characteristics significant to student success in 
the context of the class being observed. (1- 7 point scale from disagree to 
agree.) 
*Adapted from Nolan & Hoover (2008) 
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Appendix E 
Teacher Observation/Evaluation Instrument (TOEI) Including the Teacher 
Observation Rubric (TOR) and Attitudinal/Demographic Survey 
Music Teacher Evaluation 
Consent to Participate 
Thank you for agreeing to part icipate in th is study! Your contribution of time wi ll fu rther the understanding of the process of observ ing music 
teachers. 
T he purpose of this study is to determine what teaching behaviors are noted by an administrator or music department leader observing a music 
class. The results of thi s part of the study wi ll be used to devise training in the observation of music teachers, a secondary part of the research. This 
study is being completed to partially fulfill the investigator's degree requirements for the College of Fine Arts of Boston University. 
Participation in this study is completely voluntary . You may leave the study at any time. The evaluation is expected to take 30- 35 minutes, but 
please a llow 45 minutes of uninterrupted time to ensure you have sufficient time to complete the study . 
Responses will be completely confidential and viewed only by the researcher. If you have further questions , please contact Joy Hirakawa at 
joyhirokawa@gmai l. com or Dr. Jay Dorfman at jdorfman@ bu.edu . You may obtain further information about your rights as a research subject by 
calling the BU CRC IRB Office at 617-358-6115. 
*Do you agree to the above Consent to Participate? 
r Yes 
r No 
Before you begin ..• 
Please be sure to follow the directions carefully as your attention to the details will ensure the consistency and va lidity of 
the study. 
Before you begin, please be sure that the following conditions are present: 
1. While completion of this study is expected to take 30 - 35 minutes, please allow 45 minutes of uninterrupted time. 
This will ensure that you will have enough time should you require it. 
2. You are in a location that is quiet and without distractions. 
3. You have 2 writing utensils and scrap paper for note taking . 
4. For the study , you will: 
•familiarize yourself with the observation rubric 
•watch a 14' video of a music teacher leading an ensemble 
•evaluate the teacher using the observation rubric 
•complete demographic information about your school 
•complete demographic information about yourself 
•complete information about your current observation practice with music teachers 
Ready to start? 
Teacher Observation Rubric (TOR) Overview 
Page 1 
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Music Teacher Evaluation 
Please familiarize yourself with the seven categories of the Teacher Observation Rubric (TOR) and suggested behaviors 
you might observe representing each category. You may print this page or click back to it for your reference as you 
watch the video. 
1. Content knowledge: 
In what ways does the teacher demonstrate that he has a deep understanding of the content of the class? For example: 
·Understands the central concepts of the discipline 
•Represents content accurately for students 
•Links content with student experiences 
2. Planning : 
In what ways does the teacher demonstrate that he develops long-range and daily plans that are appropriate for the students and consistent with 
district curriculum and state standards? For example: 
•Demonstrates clear, achievable learning goals 
•Plans lessons in a justifiable sequence 
·Makes planning decisions based on students' prior knowledge and skills 
3. Instructional strategi~s and questioning: 
In what ways does the teacher use a variety of instructional strategies to engage students and promote deep understanding of content? For 
example: 
·Uses a variety of instructional strategies that are developmentally appropriate 
·Uses effective questioning to promote and assess student understanding of content 
•Employs activities aimed at in-depth, not just surface-level understanding 
· Captures ~teachable moments" to maximize student engagement 
•Communicates clearly and effectively with students 
4. Assessment: 
In what ways does the teacher assess student understanding, provide feedback to students, and use assessment to plan instruction? For example : 
•Uses a variety of formal and informal assessment techniques 
·Assesses student understanding on an ongoing basis during instruction 
·Provides high-quality feedback to students in a timely manner 
•Reteaches lessons, if needed, based on assessment data 
5. Classroom environment and management 
In what ways does the teacher create a positive classroom environment and manage student behavior? For example: 
· Creates a classroom atmosphere that is respectful and nurturing for students 
·Establishes routines and procedures that organize the classroom environment and support learning activities 
·Focuses management on engaging students in productive learning activities 
•Employs effective transitions to maximize instructional time 
•In dealing with inappropriate beha.vior, focuses on interventions that help students learn to control their own behavior 
6. Student diversity: 
Page 2 
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Music Teacher Evaluation 
In what ways does the the teacher demonstrate an understanding of a wide variety of student diversity and respond to their needs? For example: 
•D ifferentiates instruction to accommodate the needs and strengths of a ll learners 
•Provides opportunities for students to examine events from multiple points of view 
· Sets high expectations for all students and respects the dignity of each student 
7. Significant context specific teaching behaviors: 
In what ways does the teacher utilize teaching behaviors significant to the context of the class? For example: 
·Leads the class with intensity/magnitude/energy 
•Demonstrates enthusiasm 
•Makes frequent eye contact 
•Demonstrates the ability to motivate 
*Adapted from Nolan & Hoove(s "Evaluation Standards and Exam ple Indicators" 
Link to the video 
Keeping the rubric you have just read in mind, watch the video of the music teacher leading an ensemble rehearsal one 
time . 
•Do not stop and start the video. The objective is to replicate as closely as possible an observation taking place in a live 
classroom. 
•You may take notes on your printed TOR or other scrap paper as you watch. If you have not printed the page, you may 
click back to the previous page to view the rubric on your screen while you watch the video, as it will appear in a separate 
window. 
•If you observe any of the behaviors listed, please check them off on your printed TOR or make note of them on your 
scrap paper, but do not feel limited by the list. You are encouraged to specify additional behaviors you observe that 
provide more evidence in the "other" category on-line . 
•The video is comprised of 3 segments edited from a normally scheduled , one hour high school band rehearsa l and is 14' 
in length. The segments include a tuning exercise, a technical exercise, and rehearsing of a portion of a musical 
selection. The day this rehearsal was recorded was a "casual for a cause" day in the school , which explains the attire of 
the teacher. 
To view the video in a new window, click here 
Complete the Teacher Observation Rubric 
Now complete the observation rubric. For each question: 
• Check off teaching behaviors you observed related to the question. 
• In the "other'' category, type in any additional teaching behaviors you observed that were not already listed. 
• Keeping in mind the list you just created , rank the teacher on a scale of 1 to 7, with 1 being you disagree and 7 being 
you agree with the statement. 
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Each of the 7 categories is on a separate page beginning on the next page. 
Adapted from Nolan and Hoover's "Evaluation Questions Derived from Standards" 
Teacher Observation Rubric Question 1 
1. Content knowledge: 
In what ways does the teacher demonstrate that he has a deep understanding of the 
content of the class? 
I Understands the central concepts of the discipline 
I Represents content accurately for students 
I Links content with student experiences 
I Not observed in this lesson 
I Other (please specify) 
*Please rank the teacher. 
The teacher demonstrates 
deep understanding of 
content. 
disagree 1 
r 
2 
r 
3 
r 
Teacher Observation Rubric Question 2 
4 
r 
5 
r 
6 
r 
7 agree 
r 
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2. Planning: 
In what ways does the teacher demonstrate that he develops long-range and daily plans 
that are appropriate for the students and consistent with district curriculum and state 
standards? 
I Demonstrates clear, achievable learning goals 
I Plans lessons in a justifiable sequence 
I Makes planning decisions based on students ' prior knowledge and skills 
I Not observed in this lesson 
I Other (please specify) 
*Please rank the teacher 
The teacher develops long-
range and daily plans that 
are appropriate for the 
students and/or consistent 
with state standards. 
disagree 1 
r 
2 
r r 
Teacher Observation Rubric Question 3 
4 
r 
5 
r 
6 
r 
-
7 agree 
r 
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3. Instructional strategies and questioning: 
In what ways does the teacher use a variety of instructional strategies to engage students 
and promote deep understanding of contentnt? 
r Uses a variety of instructional strategies that are developmentally appropriate 
r Uses effective questioning to promote and assess student understanding of content 
r Employs activities aimed at in-depth , not just surface-level understanding 
r Uses a variety of ways of presenting content 
r Captures ~teachable moments• to maximize student engagement 
r Communicates clearly and effectively with students 
r Not observed in this lesson 
r Other (please specify) 
*Please rank the teacher. 
The teacher uses a wide 
variety of instructional 
strategies including effective 
questioning to engage 
students in learning and 
promote deep understanding 
of content. 
disagree 1 
r 
2 
r 
3 
r 
Teacher Observation Rubric Question 4 
4 
r 
5 
r 
6 
·r 
7 agree 
r 
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4. Assessment: 
In what ways does the teacher assess student understanding, provide feedback to 
students, and use assessment to plan instruction? 
r Uses a variety of formal and informal assessment tech niques 
J Assesses student understanding on an ongoing basis during instruction 
r Provides high-quality feedback to students in a timely manner 
J Reteaches lessons, if needed , based on assessment data 
r Not observed in this lesson 
r Other (please specify) 
* Please rank the teacher. 
The teacher assesses student 
understanding frequently , 
provides feedback to 
students, and/or uses 
assessment to plan 
instruction. 
disagree 1 
r r 
3 
r 
Teacher Observation Rubric Question 5 
4 
r r 
6 
r 
-
7 agree 
r 
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5. Classroom environment and management: 
In w hat ways does the teacher create a positive classroom environment and manage 
student behavior? 
I Creates a classroom atmosphere that is respectful and nurturing for students 
I Establishes routmes and procedures to organize the classroom environment to support learning activities 
I Focuses management on engaging students in productive learning activities 
J Employs effective transitions to maximize instructional time 
I In dealing with inappropriate behavior, focuses on interventions that help students learn to control their own behavior 
r Not observed in this lesson 
r Other (please specify) 
* Please rank the teacher 
disagree 1 2 
r 
3 
r 
4 
r 
5 
r 
6 
r 
7 agree 
The teacher creates a 
positive classroom 
environment that is well 
organized and conducive to 
student learn ing , and/or 
manages student behavior 
effectively. 
r 
Teacher Observation Rubric Question 6 
r 
186 
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6. Student diversity: 
In what ways does the the teacher demonstrate an understanding of a wide variety of 
student diversity and respond to their needs? 
I Differentiates instruction to accommodate the needs and strengths of all learners 
r Provides opportunities for students to examine events from multiple points of view 
I Sets high expectations for all students and respects the dignity of each student 
I Not observed in this lesson 
I Other (please specify) 
*Please rank the teacher. 
disagree 1 
The teacher understands and r 
responds to a wide variety of 
student diversity. 
2 
r r 
Teacher Observation Rubric Question 7 
4 
r 
5 
r 
6 
r 
-
7 agree 
r 
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7. Significant context specific teaching behaviors: 
In what ways does the teacher utilize teaching behaviors significant to the context of the 
class? 
r Leads the class with intensity/magni tude/energy 
r Demonstrates enthusiasm 
r Makes freq uent eye contact 
r Demonstrates the ability to motivate 
r Not observed in this lesson 
r Other (please specify) 
*Please rank the teacher. 
The teacher demonstrates 
characteristics significant to 
student success in the context 
of the cl ass being observed. 
disagree 1 
r 
2 
r 
3 
r 
Characteristics of Your District and School 
4 
r 
5 
r 
6 
r 
7 agree 
r 
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Please provide the following information about your district and school. If you supervise more than one school, select the 
school in which you spend the majority of your time. 
1. Descriptor using PDE Urban Centric Locale Coding 
r City (inside an urbanized area and inside a principa l city) 
r Suburban (outside a principa l city and inside an urbanized area) 
r Town (inside an urban cluster) 
r Rural (outside an urbanized area or urban cluster) 
r Coding unknown - please specify school district: 
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2. Socio-economic background using PDE MV/PI Aid Ratio 
r 0.0 to .4498 (1st quartile) 
r .4499 to .5871 (2nd quarti le) 
r .5872 to .6787 (3rd quartile) 
r .6788 and above (4th quarti le) 
I MV/PI Aid Ratio unknown (specify school district) 
3. Grade level 
I Elementary· (a ny combination that includes grades K- 6) 
I Intermediate/Middle School (any combination that includes grades 5-8) 
I High School (any com bination that includes grades 9-12) 
r District level supervisory position 
I Other or clari fy below: 
4. Number of students in your school 
r Up to soo 
r so1- 1ooo 
r 1001 -1soo 
r 1so1 - 2ooo 
r 2001- 2soo 
r 2so1 - 3ooo 
r 3ooo+ 
r check if you supervise district wide and indicate below the number of students in the district 
189 
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5. Number of teachers you directly supervise (include both full and part time teachers) 
r Not in a supervisory position 
r 1 - 20 
r 2 1 -40 
r 41 -60 
r 61-80 
r 81 -100 
r 101 -120 
r 121 - 140 
r 141 or more 
Please provide clarifica tion if needed: 
6. Number of music teachers in your school 
r 1 
r 2 
r 3 
r 4 
r 5 or more 
r District level supervisors: Please indicate the number of music teachers in your district. 
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7. Types and numbers of ensembles offered in your school. District level supervisors 
please describe in general the ensembles in your district in the box below. 
0 2 3 4 or more 
Instrumental ensembles r r r r r 
{band) 
Instrumental ensemble r r r r r 
(strings) 
Vocal ensemble (choir) r r r r r 
Jazz instrumental ensemble r r r r r 
Jazz vocal ensemble r r r r r 
Rock ensemble r r r r r 
Please describe type and number of other ensembles not included in the above chart . 
--' 
Personal Characteristics 
Please provide the following information about yourself and your background . 
1. Gender 
r Male 
r Female 
2.Age 
r 21 .25 
r 26 - 35 
r 36 - 45 
r 46 -55 
r 56 - 65 
r 65 or older 
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3. Please indicate your official title within your school district or department: 
r Superintendent, Assistant Superintendent or other district wide position 
I Principal , Assistant Principal or other school specific position 
r Music Department Supervisor, Chair, Coordinator, Lead Teacher, or other district-wide music department position of leadership 
r Fine Arts Chair (check only if you do not have a music background , but oversee the music department as part of your responsibilities) 
r Other (please specify or list below if you are unclear which category to check above) 
-
4. How many years have you been in an administrative/leadership position? 
number of years 
Indicate number of years: 
5. How many years have your responsibilities included the observation of teachers? Click 
"0" if you have not had observation responsibilities. 
number of years 
Indicate number of years: 
6. Indicate the name of your supervisory degree/certificate or highest degree: 
7. Indicate the year you received your highest supervisory degree/certificate or highest 
degree: 
* 8. Choose one of the following that best fits your musical background as described 
below. Please note that the question addresses your involvement with musical 
performance only. General appreciation for music or casual participation is not included. 
r Substantial: You possess a degree in music or music education, are actively involved in significant and extensive music performance as 
an adult, AND/OR you have had extensive training through high school and college via participation in a performing group or private 
instruction . 
r Limited or None: You do not have a degree in music, have not been involved with mus ic performance as an adult, AND/OR did not 
participate in musical ensembles or private music instruction as a college student. Your mus ical involvement was limited to elementary through 
high school or was nonexistent. 
Please add comments to clarify your choice or describe your background if you are unsure which category to check: 
J 
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Observation Questions 
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1. Indicate the approximate number of hours in either courses or in-service in which you 
have had training in the observation and evaluation of teachers. Please include comments 
to clarify your response. 
2. Have you ever had instruction in observing and evaluating music teachers in a class or 
in-service training session, or at a professional development conference? 
I Yes 
I No 
I Possibly/Do not remember 
I This was covered in combination with the observation and evaluation of Art, Physical Education , Tech Ed , or other non-tested subject 
teachers 
Please clarify your response: 
J 
3. When you observe and evaluate music teachers in an ensemble setting, do you 
approach the process any differently than you would for any other class? 
I Yes, I consider their teaching with completely different criteria. 
I Yes, in some aspects. 
I No, llry to observe and evaluate all teachers in the same way . 
I No, I never thought about it. 
Please clarify your answer below 
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4. Please indicate below the degree to which you consider each item in your observation 
and evaluation of music teachers. 
I consider this to a 
I do not consider this. 
small degree. 
I often consider this. I usually consider this. I always consider this. 
Outstanding performance r r r r r 
and musicianship ski lls 
Knowledge of music theory r r r r r 
and history 
Specialized knowledge r r r r r 
needed for choral, 
instrumental, or general 
music 
Ability to accurately assess r r r r r 
musical behavior of the 
students 
Enthusiasm r r r r r 
Intensity, energy, or r r r r r 
magnitude in front of the 
classroom 
Eye contact r r r r r 
Ability to motivate r r r r r 
Please clarify your responses below: 
-
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5. How confident do you feel about your observations and evaluations of music teachers 
in an ensemble setting? 
r Not very confident 
r Somewhat confident 
r Modera te ly confiden t 
r Very confident 
r Extremely confid ent 
Please clarify your response below: 
-
General Comments 
Please comment below on any thoughts you may have regarding the observation and/or 
evaluation of music teachers in an ensemble setting that have not been addressed in this 
survey. 
Thank you! 
Thank you for participating! It is hoped that the information found in this study will inform future observations of music 
teachers, and by extension , point to areas of need in the observation of all teachers of non-tested subjects . 
The rubric utilized is an adaptation of a model found in : 
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James F. Nolan & Linda Hoover. (2008). Teacher Supervision and Evaluation: Theory into Practice, 2nd Ed. Hoboken, NJ: 
John Wiley & Sons. 
If you wish to receive information on the results of this study, please email the researcher at: 
Joyhirokawa@gmail .com 
Page 17 
196 
Appendix F 
Part II Training PowerPoint 
This Study 
--~ 
• Part 1: On line survey evd luation 
Identified areas in need or .lttcntion 
• Pdrt II : Ce~n instruction in these areas imprrwe the C]u<llity or 
the obscr\'auon or music t eachers~ 
Observing Teachers 
- - -~-
• Traditiona l reaching sn·arcgies 
• W hat might these look like in an ensemble classroom? 
• 
Why a study on the observation 
of music teachers? 
• Increased locus on teacher e\aluatiCln (Racl' to the Top) 
• E m phasts on tested subjt:CL'i 
• 69°o of teachers teach non-tested subtects 
!' •nu·o ''" t '"'"''"'" 11•·1·"~'- ~'"""' 
• Research evidence suggesti ng thm music lt~achcrs drt not 
rai rl~ served \\ hen a sta ndardized t:\·alualion is utilized 
Mark Fonder 
-~
• Video: W ind Ensemble rehearsal 
Middle sect ion o f a piece focusiJlg on the Saxophone sect ion 
• 
Content Knowledge: How is content 
knowledge demonstrated in a rehearsal 
setting? 
--~
Rehearsal Frames 
--~-
• In a 50 minutl' rdlLarsal. .. 
:' mmtncs ~ct up. get om instrUmt:'nlS, mus1c 
:' - 10 m11mtcs purposeful w.trm up conne~ t cd to the musiC to he 
rchc.trscd 
10 mmLHf'S Sdt•etion A 
15 mwutc~ Sclecuon B 
.'i mtnutcs St.' lection C (rcviC'\\) 
5 mmmcs pack up 
• Considl't each of tllcsc ''fra m L~·· as mini-lesson pl;ms 
Beginning 
rehearsals: more 
attention to 
technical ities 
Change in the foros of rhe rehearsal 
Close to concert: 
more attention to 
refinement, 
expression, now 
' 
Planning 
--~~ 
• Reheat sal plan \ 'S lt'SSOII rl an 
• Repertoi re selection 
Larh selection movC"S fomard the " Big ldt.'a·· of d'-"eloping 
indh iJual as ''ell as ensemble musicianship 
• The tehearsal plan as a series of ··mini'' plans · rehearsal 
frames 
• Teaching multiple ohjectives simultaneously 
Planning Structure 
--~
Music Specific Instructional Strategies 
-~'<' 
• l-. !odcling 
• Ciappmg 
• L 1Sil' I IIII~I001' 11('15JK'If01tn,llld Cl ltlqtthtp. 
• Cowuing 
• Qli£'S II OII~ 111;1y bt• ICSI'Ofld{'(\ 10 
h·1 iMih 
:,!~NC".lll:O 
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Assessment 
- - ~-- -
• Formative: is continuous! 
• Summati\'c: the pcrfurman1,;C run through alter rehearsing a 
section 
• "Ched for understandmgand reH.•ach.'' 
• Err01 Detection 
• Rc;rding the Ensemhle 
• Selling high expecta tions for '~···'Y'"'' 
• Advanced players through beginning players 
• Diverse nc·eds of each instrurnL'nt 
• Dirferentint ion acklressed through part assignmL'n ts 
Literacy and Expression 
- - ---=-
• Rrachng 
Lrurr s. phon(•tJn 
Word~ 
St·t tl l' IKCS 
l'ht,l:>('S 
,.\ llow mg fo1 Ptnrctuauun 
P.Hitgldphs 
ldra$ 
FlO\\ ;mel C:\. jlt essiou 
• t-. hrsrc 
Note~. fingerings 
l\ lc,1 Slii ('S 
Phr.rscs 
r.. tusKal l ck<~s 
P iC("('<; 
F low ,mel r .\j)U'SS!Otl 
Classroom Environment/ 
Management 
~-~ 
• Clah~IZ(' • ·\rt"On lplr ~ lllll('nt 
• Roturrre ~ • Pr1de 
• Cngaf!('mrm t (OIICC' Illld!JOII 
• "JoJsrk\'d t 5<-lf ('\olltt,IIIO!l 
• Tf'acht'E P10\ Hlll l\ ,~...,. •• ,.,..,,, 
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• 
Gesture and Facial Expression 
--~· 
• Primary movements: for aesthetic and imerpretive purposes 
• Secondary movemems: resuhing from technical demand:, 
• Subtle fac ial cues: directing anemion to acoustical cvems 
and highlighls 
How is this useful? 
-~-
• Visual cues of the teacher heir the ensemble (and you! ) 
understand rhe music. 
• A:. the rchears<lls get closer to performance time. mo re 
communicmion \\ill bl' through lllO\'Cmem and gcsnm•-
non-verbill. 
• Gcsw rc and faciill expression take au more importance 
Parting Thoughts 
- ----~~-
• H <1ve a musical model in mind. 
• I oak at till' musicl 
• Practice listening. 
• The performance is the ''test.'' 
The Group Effort 
--~-
• '· Musir is a gro up sport. \Jo other subject finds it ncccssar. 
to rei~ a·n ALL of the srudents IU1 unc common 
outco n1e.'' c«....,,..,,,, • ., ,~~ •. ,..,.,.,., 
What's Next? 
--~ 
• Complete a teacher evaluation within the n~x t 2 weeks 
• Complete [he post-rest sur\'ey online'' ithin one ''ed.. of 
your tcilclwr observation 
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Appendix G 
Part ll Training Handout 
Observing Music Teachers: Demystifying the Ensemble Rehearsal 
Part II of a study being conducted by Joy Hirokawa to fulfill requirements of a DMA in Music 
Education at Boston University 
January 2012 
Intro: Why the study? 
• Increased focus on teacher evaluation 
• Race to the Top emphasis on evaluating teachers 
• Research evidence that there is a need for improvement in the evaluation of music 
teachers 
• Part I of the research identified some areas that might be in need of improvement 
• The purpose of this part of the research is to see if instruction in the observation of 
ensemble directors will make a positive impact on the resulting evaluation. 
I. Content Specific Pedagogy 
How do you evaluate content-based pedagogy in a music rehearsal when you have little or no 
musical background? 
Observing Teachers in general: 
• Please list some teaching strategies you might look for in a class you are observing: 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
• Can you think of instances in which the above strategies take on a specific character due 
to the nature of the subject being taught? Perhaps in your own subject area, or something 
you have observed in a teacher? 
• What might these strategies look like in an ensemble rehearsal when well executed? 
o Example 1: 
o Example 2: 
o Discussion: 
• What traditional teaching strategies did you notice? 
• How were they applied in this rehearsal setting? 
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• How did he pose questions? How did the students respond? Musically? 
Verbally? Physically? 
• How do you know this teacher has: 
• Deep understanding of the content? 
• Specialized knowledge for the instrumental rehearsal? 
• Ability to assess musical behavior? 
• How does the teacher demonstrate: 
Intensity I magnitude I energy? 
• Enthusiasm? 
Ability to motivate? 
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• Content specific items to consider in relation to the 7 categories used in the online rubric: 
o Content knowledge: How is content knowledge demonstrated in a rehearsal 
setting? 
• Fingerings 
• Attention to intonation (tuning) 
• Pyramid of sound (listening from the bottom up) 
• Tone production for various instruments 
• Timing 
• Specific suggestions to instrumental sections 
• Sense of ensemble 
• Tier II and Tier ill vocabulary 
• If you are a non-musician, how might you evaluate the above? 
• How could you tell that the director had a deep knowledge of content? 
o Planning: Rehearsal plan vs. lesson plan 
• same elements of objectives, procedures, assessments, etc. but might be 
structured differently, or not as clearly apparent 
• Typically compartmentalized in smaller chunks -a series of mini-lesson 
plans strung together 
• Purposeful warm up related to the pieces being rehearsed 
Selection 1 plan 
• Selection 2 plan (etc.) 
• Each with its own objectives, procedures, and assessments 
• Planning may include multiple aspects of the work being 
rehearsed, and may change in the course of the rehearsal in 
response to what the director is hearing. 
Beginning 
rehearsals: more 
attention to 
technicalities 
• 
• 
• 
• 
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Shift in focus: Over the longer term of the semester, the rehearsal focus 
will change from teaching technicalities - the pitches, the rhythms, the 
articulations, etc. -to more refinement, expression, and ensemble. There 
will be more run throughs for continuity and flow. If you are aware of 
where the ensemble is in this sequence, it will help you to better 
ascertain what to look for and expect in the rehearsal. 
Close to concert: 
more attention to 
refinement, 
expression, flow 
Sequential instruction: music requires cognitive, expressive, and physical 
skills. Breaking things into sequential instruction in music requires 
attention to breaking down all aspects. 
Pre-observation conferences to discuss the rehearsal plan structure with 
the teacher before observing can help to clarify understanding of the way 
the rehearsal is structured. 
What were the objectives in the rehearsal clips? 
o Instructional strategies: 
• Might include: 
• Modeling 
• Clapping 
• Having sections listen to each other 
• Singing 
• Counting 
Listening 
• Questioning may be responded to 
• Verbally 
• Musically 
• Physically 
o Assessment: 
• .. .is continuous and formative each time the ensemble performs. 
• Summative assessment occurs when the ensemble puts the pieces back 
together in a run through of the section being rehearsed. 
• . "Check for understanding and reteach." 
• In rehearsal, decisions are often made in the moment; the 
director may choose, based on what s/he is hearing (assessing), 
to focus on one aspect while allowing other errors to slip by, or 
to abandon the plan. 
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• If you are wondering why something is not being corrected, 
check to see if the focus has shifted as a result of tending to an 
unanticipated problem. 
• Error detection; 
• Jack Stamp- Why Music Matters 
• http:/ /www.youtube.com/watch?v=mw4vqll9cAM 
• If you are not able to identify exactly where the errors are, can 
you identify that there are errors? Does the teacher diagnose 
errors and attempt to fix them? 
• Reading the group - Ensemble affect 
• Because the group effort and development of a sense of 
ensemble are so significant to the outcome and success of the 
class, the director must also monitor and assess the group's 
affect. 
• E.g. If frustration level rises in difficult sections, s/he may 
choose to abandon work on a section that does not seem to be 
improving, with the plan to return to it in another rehearsal 
o Environment/Management: 
• Ensemble directors manage typically significantly larger numbers of 
students at one time 
• Procedures and routines are important when dealing with these larger 
numbers 
• Set up has to be routinized because there is significant set up for each 
rehearsal (getting out instruments, etc.) 
• When rehearsing sub groups of the ensemble, how does the director 
keep those who are not performing engaged? 
• Noise level- what amount of background noise is acceptable? 
• The classroom is full of students with significant noisemakers in 
their hands! 
• If the teacher is in the front of a large ensemble and the 
instruments in front of him/her are playing, they might not 
actually be able to hear students who are talking in the back of 
the room where you as the observer might be seated. 
• Teacher proximity is often used in a typical classroom for management 
purposes, but may be more difficult to apply in an ensemble setting. 
• From Doerksen (2006) 
o Diversity: 
• Is there a shared sense of accomplishment? 
• Do the students take pride in what they're doing? 
• Are the students concentrating? 
• Do students evaluate their own efforts and progress, and take 
some responsibility for their own learning? 
• Music teachers tend to set high expectations for everyone, since the group 
must function as an ensemble. 
• Instruction may be differentiated according to the needs of each 
instrument or vocal type in the ensemble 
• Within each instrument section, differentiation happens from individual 
to individual depending on their performance ability. E.g. Part 
assignments . 
. • Differentiation occurs in the music selected for the ensemble 
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• Does the director select a variety of music that challenges, that is 
of moderate difficulty for the group but attainable, and that is 
easily achieved? 
• Warm ups are tailored to the technical abilities of each instrumental 
section · 
• Differentiation may also happen in other instructional settings such as 
small group lessons 
II. Demystifying the Magic of Music 
• Language Literacy 
o Is reading out loud and speaking expressively a goal for your students? 
o At what age would you expect that to happen, or is it a continuum? 
o ' The typical sequence: 
• Letters I phonetics 
• Words 
• Sentences 
• Phrases 
• Inflecting for punctuation 
• Paragraphs 
• Ideas 
• Adding flow and expression 
Dee Hansen: extensive research on the connections and similarities in acquiring language 
literacy and music literacy 
• Music Literacy: Ensemble directors go through a similar process with young musicians 
o Sequence: 
• Notes 
• Measures 
• Phrases -with a sense of beginning and end, like punctuation. 
• Phrases are often paired and described as a question/ answer 
• Musical ideas 
• Entire pieces 
o Benjamin Zander video 
• http: I I www.youtube.com/ watch ?v=r9LCw ISiErE&feature=player_emb 
edded 
• Where do the students you are observing fall in the learning curve of 
musical expression? 
• Creates a need for a different sort of differentiation in instruction 
• Use your experience with students reading out loud as a point of 
reference- it's not exactly the same, but there are certainly parallels. 
Recognizing musical expression 
o How do Gesture and Facial expression contribute to our understanding of 
musical performance? How can awareness of this positively influence our 
understanding of musical expression and our evaluations? 
• Thompson (2009): 
Cites Davidson and Correia (2002) that non-musicians rely more on 
visual cues tlzan aural cues to determine the "affective meaning of 
music" 
• Primary movements - intentional movements reflecting the 
performer's interpretation 
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• Secondan; movements - unintentional movements resulting from 
technical demands of the music, both physical and mental i.e. 
concentration on the face. 
• Subtle visual cues- movements that bring attention to important 
musical events in the rhythm, structure, harmony, etc. 
o Bernstein conducting with only his face: 
• http:/ /www.youtube.com/watch?v=xlv6ZkiJH 
cM&feature=player_embedded 
o What does this mean for you as an observer? 
• Through gesture and other visual cues, musical events are made more 
easily recognizable and memorable 
• Structure (form) i.e. cadential points 
• Melodic events of significance 
• Harmonic events of significance 
• "unexpected" musical events- surprise events- the setting up 
of aural I musical expectation and then foiling the expectation 
creating pleasure in the surprise 
• Use visual cues to help you identify and hear musical cues 
• Paying attention to these more subtle communication skills on the part of 
the director will be particularly important towards the end of the 
rehearsal process, closer to performance time when there is more 
attention paid to run throughs and fluency on the pieces (see the chart 
above.) 
• Communication will become more non-verbal 
• Gesture and facial expression will take on more importance 
• The Ensemble: "Music is a group sport. No other subject finds it necessary to rely on all 
of the students for one common outcome." (Comment from the survey) 
o The importance of creating a sense of ensemble and teamwork is integral to the 
rehearsal process, and unique to the music classroom .. . 
• developing blend, awareness 
• creating a cohesive unit 
• creating a melting pot of musicians vs. a salad bowl of individual 
performers 
o How does the teacher you are observing create the atmosphere in the rehearsal to 
make this happen? 
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Parting thoughts: 
• Have a musical model in mind. Listen to high quality ensembles and have an idea of 
what is possible with students at each level. Websites with excellent models: 
o Instrumental: MidWest Clinic: http:/ /www.midwestclinic.org/ 
o Choral: American Choral Directors Association: http:/ I acda.org/ 
• Ask to see the musical score. When you observe classroom teachers, do you ask for a 
copy of the materials being used in the lesson as well as the lesson plan? If there is a 
book being used in the lesson, do you follow in the text? Even if you do not read music, 
do not hesitate to ask for a score to follow. While you may not understand everything in 
it, it will give you a general idea of what the teacher is trying to accomplish. In choral 
music, it will provide you with the text, an important part of understanding the musical 
expression. 
• Practice listening every time you hear music! You may find your life enriched in many 
new ways! 
What 's next? 
• Please complete an evaluation of a music teacher leading an ensemble rehearsal within 
the next 2 weeks. This should be an observation that is part of your normal 
responsibilities in your position, using the protocol you currently use in your school 
district. 
• I will send you a new link via email for a survey evaluation of a differently edited video, 
but with the same teacher. Please complete this within a week after you have completed 
the observation above. 
• Please do not hesitate to contact me at any time if you have questions or concerns! 
Works Cited: 
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Thank you so much for you attention today and for your time! 
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